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Preface

The final report is written in two volumes.
In the first volume we present the design
philosophy of the new lobe mixers tested,
and then analyze the results of various
acoustic and aerodynamic tests done at
NASA Lewis Research Center, Cleveland,

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1

Ohio and Aero Systems Engineering
FluiDyne Laboratories, St. Paul, Minnesota
over a period of three years (1995-1997).
The second volume is a compilation of the
plume survey data, the aerodynamic data for
the acoustic tests and the acoustic data.
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Summary

A comprehensive database for the acoustic
and aerodynamic characteristics of several
model-scale forced lobe mixers of bypass
ratio 5 to 6 has been created for mixed jet
speeds up to 1080 ft/s at typical take-off
conditions of small turbofan engines. The
flight effect is simulated with a free jet
surrounding the model nozzle with Mach
numbers ranging from 0.0 to 0.3. The static
thrust performance and jet plume flow is also
examined at typical take-off and cruise
conditions. This data is scaled for a nozzle
with 29 in. diameter, and the effect of several
lobe-mixer and nozzle parameters is
examined in terms of flyover noise at
constant altitude and, also, noise in the
reference frame of the nozzle to understand
the changes in  the  noise-source
characteristics.

Several new concepts, mechanisms, methods
and findings are reported here for the first
time regarding such mixers. The new
concepts include a rational method for
scalloping lobe sidewalls leading to
“boomerang” scallops, and an extreme limit
of scalloping leading to the “tongue” mixer.
A new diagnostic method to detect “excess”
internal noise sources due to fan/core mixing
is given; it uses appropriate “shifted” angles
for comparison of non-Doppler-shifted noise
at several free jet speeds. Another new
method is found to extrapolate known flyover
noise for lobed mixers from one flight speed
to different flight speeds.

The effects of scalloping, number of lobes
and  mixing-length on  noise  are
systematically examined. Compound effects
of lobe penetration and fan-to-core area ratio
are also examined. For all forced mixers, the
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flyover effective perceived noise level
(EPNL) is found to scale with “net” thrust
when tested at different free jet speeds.
Different types of lobe mixers are found to be
most effective at different thrust levels to
provide maximum noise benefit over a
coaxial nozzle. At about 9500 1b net-thrust a
maximum of 3 EPNdB noise suppression is
accrued with a deeply scalloped lobe mixer
having higher number of lobes (20) and
higher lobe penetration. However, at a net-
thrust of 5000 1b, a maximum of only 1
EPNdB benefit is obtained from a mixer with
fewer lobes (12), lower lobe penetration and
lobe sidewall cutouts. These benefits
increase by about 1 EPNdB when
comparison is made on the basis of same
mixed jet velocity rather than same net thrust.
Thus, for example, at approximately 1060
ft/s, corresponding to the highest thrust levels
tested, a maximum noise suppression of 4
EPNdB is achieved by the 20-lobe deeply
scalloped mixer. And, in general, the noise
benefits increase at higher and higher thrust
levels or mixed jet speeds.

Over most of the range of thrusts or jet
speeds tested none of the unscalloped lobe
mixers are quieter than the coaxial jet. Thus
“scalloping” is the most important mixer
geometrical parameter identified for reducing

noise. Deep scalloping reduces the typical
low frequency mixing noise without
increasing the annoying  mid-to-high

frequency noise when compared to the
unscalloped mixer, and gives a benefit of 1.8
EPNdB to 3 EPNdB depending on the thrust
level. The “gradual” introduction of
streamwise  vorticity by  appropriate
scalloping is found to be the key to this
behavior. However, scalloping also increases



the bypass ratio. Hence, the effective lobe fan
and core areas should be resized
appropriately for desired bypass ratios in
applications to specific engine cycles.
Scalloping also introduces slight thrust-
coefficient loss at typical cruise conditions as
compared to unscalloped mixers, especially,
for mixers with higher number of lobes.
Hence, the amount of scalloping should be
used as a trading parameter between noise
reduction and thrust loss. However, with
fewer lobes and lower penetration, even with
lobe cutouts (which act like scallops), an
improved cruise thrust coefficient is
obtained.

One surprising new result regarding the
effect of nozzle length is also found: for a

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1

given mixer, there exists an “optimal” mixing
length or nozzle length that creates a local
minimum in noise. A reduction in the
mixing-length by 25% gives a noise benefit
of as much as 3 EPNdB for the unscalloped
mixer compared to the baseline mixing
length (which is 1.5 times the nozzle exit
diameter). A competing mechanism of
acoustic  unshielding vs  aerodynamic
unshielding is proposed for this behavior.
Using optimal nozzle length can be very
helpful in reducing noise with unscalloped
mixers if thrust loss due to scalloping is
unacceptable. However, its effect on boat-tail
angle and cruise thrust coefficient is not
examined. Also, the implications of all these
lobe and nozzle geometric changes on thrust
specific fuel consumption are not examined.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1  Background and Objectives

Future commercial applications of the
turbofan engine will be required to meet
increasingly stringent noise abatement
criteria, primarily, due to an increase in
aircraft traffic near airports. Many of the
current turbofan engines are based on
thermodynamic cycles with a bypass ratio of
five to six as opposed to the lower bypass
ratio of 1.5 or so in older engines. With very
high mixed jet velocities for older lower
bypass engines, jet-noise is a dominant
contributor to total engine generated noise,
especially at take-off (TO). However, even
with the current higher bypass ratios, and
consequently reduced mixed jet velocities,
jet noise continues to be a significant
contributor.

Reduction of jet noise has been sought
earlier by mixing the hot core flow and the
cooler fan flow before they exit through the
nozzle. A more uniform flow at the nozzle
exit plane is supposed to lead to reduced
noise levels. Uniform flow at the nozzle exit
plane is also known to yield better cruise
thrust efficiency thermodynamically than
partially mixed flow or separate unmixed
flow nozzle systems. In fact, that is the
primary reason for mixing the two flows
internally. However, the overall noise
benefit or penalty incurred due to internal
mixing to achieve the uniform exit flow is
not well understood. The actual level of
noise abatement realized in a specific
application must be critically related to the
manner and extent to which internal mixing
is achieved.  Traditionally, the mixing

between the hot core flow and the cold fan
flow has been achieved with so-called
“lobed” mixers which are essentially
convolutions at the end of the splitter plate
that separates the two flows. However, there
does not exist a significant acoustic database
for such lobed mixers at higher bypass
ratios. In addition, a good correlation
between the aerodynamic thrust performance
and acoustic performance for such mixers
does not exist. This task was conceived to
address these two needs as part of NASA’s
Advanced Subsonic Technology (AST)
Program for Engine Noise Reduction,
thereby permitting the design of thrust-
efficient noise suppression mixers for
modern turbofan engines.

Lobed mixers were studied extensively
during the mid-seventies and early eighties
as a means for improving thrust efficiency,
for example, under NASA’s Energy
Efficient Engine (E*) Program. Both far
field noise data’” and detailed measurement
of - fluid-dynamic  and  aerodynamic
properties(2'4) for lobed mixers have been
reported in the literature. Previously
published noise data "~ is typically for low
bypass ratio engine cycles (around 1.5) with
high ideally-expanded mixed jet velocities
of 1330 ft/s or so. Hence, a principal
objective of this task was to extend the
mixer acoustic data base to higher bypass
ratios and operating conditions typical at
take-off for modern turbofan engines. At the
same time, we also wanted to study the
aerodynamic thrust performance at cruise
conditions for the same mixers so that the
trade-off between take-off noise-suppression



and cruise thrust efficiency loss, if any, can
be quantified.

Before entering this program, Rolls-Royce
Allison had already designed, fabricated and
aerodynamically  tested  four  mixer
configurations. These included three lobe
mixers and one baseline annular or confluent
configuration. Three of these configurations
were originally developed under company
funding, while the fourth was completed
under Task 15 of NASA Contract NAS3-
25950. The geometric variations in these
mixers were not defined by parametrically
varying only one geometric variable to
examine its incremental effect on the
aerodynamic or acoustic results. However
these designs are representative of current
technology levels and were included in the
current program for their intrinsic value in
expanding the experimental database.

Early Rolls-Royce Allison experience with
lobed mixers with cutouts in the lobe
sidewalls, showed that these cutouts may be
acoustically beneficial. This is in line with
work done on scalloping of lobes (partial
removal of lobe sidewalls) by Pratt &
Whitney and General Electric Aircraft
Engines. However, no systematic study has
been published examining the effect of
scalloping on both acoustics and
aerodynamic thrust performance especially
at high bypass ratios. Hence, one of the
objectives of this task was to systematically
study the effect of scalloping of lobe
sidewalls on noise suppression and thrust
performance. This also led us to designing
and testing a unique new mixer concept
called the “tongue” mixer.

Since the distance between the mixer exit
plane and the nozzle exit plane, called the
“mixing- length,” governs the axial
evolution of flow and the consequent noise
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distribution inside and outside the nozzle 1t
is expected to be an important parameter.
Hence, another objective of the program was
to examine the relationship between nozzle
length and the jet noise generated by the
various lobed mixers.

1.2 Overview

The tests in the program were conducted
over a period of three years from 1995 to
1997. The acoustic tests were performed in
two phases at NASA Lewis Research
Center’s (now Glenn Research Center)
Aeroacoustic Propulsion Laboratory (APL)
Nozzle Acoustic Test Rig (NATR) facility.
The aerodynamic tests were conducted at
Aero  Systems  Engineering’s  (ASE)
FluiDyne Aerotest Laboratory static thrust
stand in St. Paul, Minnesota and were also
done in two phases. This report summarizes
the principal results of the voluminous data
collected from these four different tests and
the lessons learned.

For the acoustic tests, data was obtained
over a range of free-jet Mach numbers,
which simulates the forward motion of the
aircraft at take-off. This not only allows us
to compare noise benefit at take-off speeds,
as opposed to static conditions, but also to
approximately locate the different noise
sources associated with the different
frequency bands, as explained in later
chapters. The operating conditions were
chosen to cover typical take-off operating
conditions for modern turbofan engines. All
aerodynamic thrust tests were conducted
under static (or no free-jet) conditions, and
included both cruise conditions and most of
the take-off operating points. Plume surveys
outside the nozzle, including total pressure,
total temperature and static pressure were
also conducted so that possible trends could



be obtained Dbetween the acoustic
characteristics and the plume evolution.

This volume summarizes the design of a
series of lobed mixers developed specifically
for this program and the results of the
acoustic and aerodynamic tests done for all
the mixers. The second volume collates
detailed plots obtained from the plume
surveys and the aerodynamic data collected
during the acoustic tests.

Chapter 2 of this volume discusses the
conceptual development and new design
rules for the scalloped mixers and the new
tongue mixer. It also briefly describes the
computational fluid dynamic (CFD) results
for some of the new mixers and gives the
geometrical properties of all the models
tested.

Chapter 3 summarizes the experimental
facilities for the acoustic and the
aerodynamic tests, and the manner in which
the data was processed. It also collates all
the test matrices from the different test
phases.

Chapter 4 summarizes the aerodynamic test
results obtained from the static thrust stand
at ASE FluiDyne, as well as those obtained
during the acoustic tests at NASA Lewis.
Some selected plume surveys are also
discussed to facilitate the acoustic data
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analysis, and the full jet plume data is given
in Volume 2.

Chapter 5 summarizes the acoustic test
results for all the mixers tested. It discusses
the parametric effects of operating
conditions, surrounding free-jet Mach
number, and nozzle length on each mixer.
Comparison between different mixers at the
same operating conditions is also presented
here to bring out the effect of different
geometric parameters such as scalloping and
number of lobes. We also present a new
way of processing the acoustic data to
deduce the presence of excess “internal”
mixing noise, that is, noise produced inside
the nozzle duct due to the mixing of fan and
core flow, as distinguished from the classical
jet mixing noise due to sources in the plume
outside the nozzle. Certain rules of thumb
for improving noise suppression while
minimizing the adverse effect on thrust
performance are also summarized in this
chapter.

Finally, in Chapter 6, we summarize the
main conclusions from these tests.
Recommendations for implementation in
full-scale engines and further useful tests are
also given.

The appendices at the end of this volume are
intended to supplement the main body of the
text by providing additional detailed
derivations, data, figures or tables.
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Chapter 2

Mixer-Nozzle Designs and CFD Analysis

Under this program, a total of eight mixers
were tested. Four of the configurations were
existing designs from previous tests, while
four new mixers were designed, fabricated
and tested. All testing was carried out at
model scale. This allowed utilization of an
existing test rig for performance
measurements at the ASE FluiDyne facility.
Additional hardware was fabricated as part
of the program to allow adaptation of the
mixed nozzle flow rig to the NASA NATR
facility.

In this chapter, we briefly outline the history
and geometry of the four existing mixers,
describe the concepts that led to new rational
design rules for scalloping and the unique
tongue mixer, and finally present the
geometrical details of the four new mixers
which were fabricated. The main body of
this chapter has the schematic figures (or
photos), whereas all detailed geometrical,
dimensional figures are collated in Appendix
A. The results of a CFD analysis for one of
the new scalloped mixers and the tongue
mixer are also briefly described to validate
the conceptual picture and to help analyze
the acoustic data later.

2.1 General Model Assembly and
Common Flow Lines

Figure 2.1 shows the general arrangement of
the mixer-nozzle configurations and
geometrical definitions.  All the mixer-
nozzle configurations had common inner
flow lines for the fan nozzle or shroud.
However the outer (external) surface of the
fan-nozzle was different for the models
tested in the acoustic rig (NATR) and the

static thrust stand. This is due to the
requirement of providing flight simulation
effects via a free-jet surrounding the nozzle
in the NATR which demanded a smoother
outer surface. Figure A.1 and A.2 show the
detailed model assemblies for the acoustic
rig and the thrust-stand respectively. Both
figures also show the location of the
pressure and temperature rakes used at the
charging stations and Figure A.2 further
shows the additional rake used to measure
total pressure (Pr) near the mixer exit plane.
The exit Py rake was removed during thrust
measurements.

Figures A.3 and A.4 show the detailed inner
flow lines of the baseline or reference fan
nozzle downstream of the reference station 0
depicted in Figure A.2. In general, it forms
a converging area from about 10.290 in. in
diameter at station 0 to 7.245 in. in diameter
at the nozzle exit plane (station 57), with a
nominal mixing length, L, of 11 in. and
gives a baseline mixing length-to-mixing
plane diameter ratio (I/Dp,) of about 1.10.

Three additional fan nozzles, which were
compatible with all the mixers, were also
fabricated. Each of these nozzles
maintained a constant exit diameter but
varied the mixing length (see figure A.5),
this varies the axial rate of contraction for
each nozzle. The additional mixing lengths
tested were 1.363, 0.818, and 0.545, when
normalized to the mixing-plane diameter.
This corresponds to nominal variations of
+25%, -25%, and -50% from the baseline
mixing length. The coordinates of the
additional nozzles are provided in Figures
A.6, A7 and A.8.
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Figure 2.1 Schematic of mixer-nozzle configuration and geometrical definitions.
Mixer Mixer | Lobe Scallop Lobe Lobe Area Mixing
Code No. Penetration Length Ratio | Length
(Ho/Hunp) (Lw/Dmp) | (AdA) | (L/Dyp)
Confluent CONF - - - - 2.554 1.15
12 Lobe with Cutouts/Low 12CL 12 Triangular 048 0.33 2.637 1.13
Cutouts
12 Lobe Unscalloped/High 12UH 12 None 0.68 0.34 2.637 1.09
16 Lobe Unscalloped/High 16UH 16 None 0.72 0.34 3.199 1.09
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Table 2.1 Previous Existing Mixer Parameters




Two center tailcone configurations were
employed. The first shown in Figure A.9,
had a length of 5.935 in. and was used with
all the lobed mixers. The second one,
shown in Figure A.10, was shorter and used
only with  the confluent nozzle
configuration. This tailcone had a length of
4.258 in. and slightly different shape. The
two tailcones are shown side-by-side in
Figure A.2. The resulting confluent mixer
configuration, described below, had a
slightly smaller fan-to-core area ratio but
was designed such that, after accounting for
the boundary-layer thickness, the mass-flow
rates would match with the original lobed
mixers. From a viewpoint of systematic
variation of geometric parameters, it would
have been preferable not to have varied the
tailcone at all for the confluent mixer, but
rather to have varied the confluent mixer
geometry itself to match the mass-flow rates
or area ratios of the lobed mixers. However,
due to the availability of previous
aerodynamic, as well as, full-scale acoustic
data ©“® we continued using the old
confluent-mixer/tailcone combination
instead of building a new one. This fact
needs to be borne in mind when comparing
acoustic or aerodynamic data of the lobed
mixers with that of the confluent mixer.
[Note that the uniquely truncated tailcone
shown in Figure A.2 (one with cross-hatched
cross-section) was a carry-over from an old
program and was not used in this task.]

2.2  Previous Existing Mixers

Four existing mixer configurations from

previous programs were available. These

were:

1. Annular or confluent mixer which acted
as the reference configuration.

2. 12-lobed mixer with cutouts in the lobe
sidewalls and low penetration (that is,
low lobe-height-to-maximum possible

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1

lobe height in the duct (Hm/Hmp in Figure
2.1)).

3. 12-lobed, unscalloped, high-penetration
mixer.

4. 16-lobed, unscalloped, high-penetration
mixer.

Figure 2.2 shows the relative shapes of the
mixers and Table 2.1 lists their non-
dimensional geometric properties as defined
in Figure 2.1. As shown in Table 2.1, we
will use certain symbols for lobed mixers for
convenience: ab ¢ d where ab represents the
number of lobes, ¢ represents the type of
scalloping or cutouts (U for unscalloped, C
for cutouts) and d represents relative lobe-
penetration (L. for low, H for high lobe
penetration).

The two 12-lobed mixers, 12CL and 12UH,
differ in two aspects: presence of sidewall
cutouts and lobe penetration with fan-to-core
area ratio, lobe number, and lobe length held
constant. The last two configurations in
Table 2.1, 12UH and 16UH, differ in terms
of both number of lobes and fan-to-core area
ratios, however, they are similar in terms of
lobe penetration and lobe length. Between
12UH and 16UH mixer at least two
parameters vary from one mixer to the other.
As a result, it is not possible to isolate the
effect of a particular geometric parameter on
the resulting aerodynamic and acoustic data.
The detailed geometrical characteristics of
these four mixers is provided in Figures
A.11 through A.17.

Before discussing the new mixers, let us
make a note of some of the characteristics of
the original mixers. Firstly, the confluent
mixer, CONF, has its own tailcone different
from that for all other mixers, as mentioned
before. Secondly, only the cut-out version
of the 12 lobed, low-penetration mixer
(12CL), shown in Figure A.14, was used in
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this program. It was made from a previous
uncut version whose flow-lines are given in
Figure A.13. The approximate triangular
cutouts in the lobe sidewalls of 12CL were
made where the sidewalls were flattest. The
fillet radii at its 3 apexes were made simply
to reduce stress concentrations in the
sidewalls. The high-penetration 12-lobe
unscalloped mixer, 12UH, was designed
earlier to improve thrust mixing efficiency
over the uncut, low-penetration 12-lobe
mixer. The design philosophy, some CFD
results and aerodynamic test results for these
three mixers can be found in Booher et al®
where they are referred to as confluent,
baseline (or conventional mixer), and
advanced mixer, respectively. The last
mixer in Table 2.1, the 16 lobe mixer
(16UH), was designed for a different
operating point at lower pressure ratios and
had a much larger fan-to-core area ratio;
consequently, 16UH stands apart from the
previous mixers. This should be borne in
mind when acoustic comparisons are made
later. Results from CFD analysis and
comparison with aerodynamic test data for
all these four mixers can be found in Barta et
al?’ where the 16-lobe mixer is referred to as
the acoustic mixer.

2.3 New Mixers

Acoustic data obtained from the four
previous existing mixer configurations, in
the first phase of this task, confirmed
previous observations that aggressive, high-
penetration, unscalloped mixer
configurations do suppress the low
frequency spectrum which is characteristic
of unmixed, coaxial turbofan exhausts, but
produce secondary spectral peaks at higher
frequencies which are heavily weighted in
the Perceived Noise Level (PNL) metric.
However, the moderate penetration 12 lobe
configuration with cutouts in the sidewalls

(12CL) produced the low frequency
suppression of the more aggressive designs
without incurring a penalty at the higher
frequencies.  Since both the radial lobe
penetration and sidewall cutouts were
different from the other designs, it was not
possible to determine directly from the
available data which change was most
responsible for the acoustic characteristics.
However, data previously presented in the
open literature'” for “scalloped” sidewall
mixers for a lower bypass ratio, higher
pressure ratio cycle showed similar
behavior. From these two results, it is
inferred that the sidewall scalloping is the
controlling parameter. However, existing
data®™ defining the acoustic impact of
sidewall scalloping was not obtained by
parametric variation of a single parameter.
For example, the data reported in Reference
1 was obtained on a series of mixers with
varying scalloping. However, the variation
in scalloping was achieved by cutting back
the mixer exit plane, introducing an
additional variation in the mixer cant angle.
To address this shortcoming, three
additional mixers were designed and tested
in this program which parametrically varied
the sidewall scalloping while holding all
other parameters fixed. A fourth mixer
represents a unique new concept referred to
as a “tongue mixer.” As part of this effort, a
systematic approach to developing the
scalloped curves has been defined and rules
of thumb for its application developed. Both
the process and the resulting designs are
described in the following section.

2.3.1 Conceptual Selection

2.3.1.1 Scalloped Family of Mixers
The idea here is to test a family of mixers
which have exactly the same geometric
properties, except for the amount of
scalloping or cutouts in the lobe sidewalls.




This would entail a minimum of two mixers
- an unscalloped and a scalloped one.
However, to form a trend a third mixer with
an “in-between” scallop is required. Then
the questions to be answered from an
acoustic point of view are:

1) Should we select scallops or
cutouts?

ii)  Are there preferred shapes, from an
acoustic standpoint, for the scallops or
cutouts?

iii) How many lobes should we select
for this family of mixers?

We invoke certain fluid-dynamic and
aeroacoustic principles to answer these
questions  qualitatively. The precise
mechanism of how scalloping may help
suppression of noise is not known but what
happens to the two flows in the scalloped
region must be quintessential to its
downstream evolution and noise generation.
We present certain new hypotheses which
will be used as guidelines to shape the
scallops or cutouts.

(i) As compared to an unscalloped forced
mixer, it is clear that scalloping, of any
type, allows the two streams (fan and
core) to interact with each other “earlier”
that is, upstream of the corresponding
unscalloped mixer exit plane, so that the
flows are already partially mixed by the
time they reach the original mixer exit
plane. Hence, if the two streams are not
parallel near the lobe sidewall, then with
scalloping,  their radial  velocity
components will give rise to axial or
streamwise vorticity right from the start
of the scallop. It is well known®'V that
streamwise vorticity helps enhance
mixing of these two flows as opposed to
mixing only due to Kelvin-Helmholtz
type of vortex-sheet instability. What
should be done differently with

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1 10

scalloping is the manner in which
vorticity is initially introduced into the
flow - earlier and also “gradually”. By
gradual initial mixing, we mean the axial
gradient at which net vorticity is
introduced into the flow should be
smooth and gradually increasing. This
should presumably reduce the relatively
high-frequency noise sources, SO
important to perceived noise level
metrics, and which were indeed, found
in the unscalloped lobe mixer data of
Reference 1, as well as, in phase I of this
program. In unscalloped mixers, since
the two streams “see” each other for the
first time across the “full height” of the
mixer exit plane, it is presumably the
“sudden” interaction there that shears a
larger area of fluid generating the high-
frequency noise.

This control over the rate of introduction
of vorticity in scalloped lobes can be
obtained by gradually increasing the
radial height of the scallop starting from
zero. This can be verified by referring to
the circulation around a loop in the
transverse plane enclosing the radial
height of the scallop (see Figure 2.3);
such a circulation is an integral measure
of the axial vorticity at each axial
station. The fact that we seek to mix the
flows gradually in the beginning may be
at odds with the desire that the flows
should be fully mixed by the end of the
nozzle exit plane because the mixing-
length may not be enough. Achievement
of a fully mixed flow is desirable from a
thermodynamic thrust efficiency point of
view and also provides a reduction of
low-frequency classical jet mixing noise
from the far downstream plume.
Obviously, the distance from the mixer
exit plane to the nozzle exit plane - the
mixing-length - will also play a role in




C C

Circulation around this loop, ¢, in transverse plane

Figure 2.3 Loop in transverse plane for finding circulation at an axial station inside scallops.

“Leading” Edge ‘ “Trailing” Edge

Edge of Scalloped
Lobe Wall

Edge of Scalloped
Lobe Wall

~=
Flow Velocity Flow Velocity.
Ve P

Figure 2.4 Definition of “leading” edge and “trailing” edge of scallop.
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how well-mixed the flow is at the nozzle
end and how much the low frequency
noise is suppressed by a scalloped mixer.
So, in fact, we should also test the effect
of nozzle length. We also expect a
difference in the total pressure loss
between scalloped lobes and unscalloped
lobe designs.

(ii) The noise mechanism dealt with above is

the result of the mixing of two flows and
is best represented by the Lighthill
“quadrupole” type of noise sources.
When we consider flows near scalloped
edges we also need to worry about the
formation of so-called “dipole” noise
sources, which are even more efficient
sound generators than quadrupoles.
These are the same type of sources that
are responsible in fan noise for creating
tones when the blade-wakes periodically
hit the leading edge of downstream
vanes. To be sure, the trailing edge of a
splitter plate separating two flows can
also act as a dipole source of noise, but
of much less magnitude than the
corresponding leading edge source.
While designing the scallops we must
minimize the formation of “dipole”
noise sources. Based on the analogy of
leading edge dipole sources in the fan
blade-vane interaction problem, a design
rule is -developed for scalloping to
minimize dipole formation which will be
called the “trailing edge rule.”

First a definition for the “leading edge”
in a scallop must be developed.
Analogous to wing-aerodynamics, we
define that part of the scalloped edge as a
“leading edge” with respect to a stream
if the velocity vector of that stream has
the component orthogonal to the edge
going “towards” the edge, as shown in
Figure 2.4. Conversely, if this
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orthogonal component is going “away”
from the edge then we will define it as a
“trailing-edge”. To minimize the dipole
noise source generation, the scalloped
edge should be shaped such that it acts
as a trailing edge throughout its length
with respect to both the streams (fan and
core) around it. This, we will call “the
trailing-edge rule for scalloping.” In
adopting this rule of thumb, it must be
remembered that the relative strength of
the dipole source relative to the usual
quadrupole sources has not been
established. It is possible that the dipole
source incurred due to scalloping may
not be a strong noise source. By
avoiding the formation of the dipole, the
intent is to simply avoid the formation of
additional sources.  Based on this
guideline, several unacceptable
configurations can be immediately
identified and are shown in Figure 2.5.
For example, the vertical strip at the
downstream edge of mixer 12CL
violates this rule of thumb.

(iii) Selection of Mixer Lobe Number: In

considering the number of lobes to be
used in a mixer, it should be
remembered that lobe  number
establishes the wetted perimeter. By
increasing the number of lobes in the
mixer, the interface area between the two
flow streams 1is increased. This
increased area of interaction leads to an
overall increase in turbulent mixing.
However this process is not entirely
straightforward. Since all mixers must
fit within the same duct cross sectional
area, increasing the number of lobes
produces a corresponding decrease in
lobe width and the resultant diameter of
the axial vortex shed from each lobe
sidewall.  The resulting changes in
vortex growth, diffusion, and interaction
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will also substantially alter and
complicate  the  mixing  process.
Unpublished  data  exists  which
establishes that an increase in lobe
number can be acoustically beneficial
under certain operating conditions.
However, this acoustic benefit is offset
by an increase in skin friction and total
pressure loss which will adversely affect
thrust production.

It is not easy to place a limit on how high
the number of lobes must be from these
considerations but other properties like
weight, blockage due to lobe metal
thickness, and manufacturability of the
lobes do come into the picture. Having
previously tested mixers with 12 and 16
lobes in the first phase and in order to
strike a balance between noise
suppression and thrust loss, we selected
20 lobed mixers for the second phase
which would be similar to the high-
penetration 12 lobe mixers (12UH) in
other respects.

2.3.1.2 The Tongue Mixer

As discussed earlier, scallops in forced lobe
‘mixers may be acoustically advantageous if
designed properly. Most probably, it is the
earlier and more gradual initiation of
streamwise vorticity due to the scallops that
is helpful in reducing high-frequency noise.
Suppression of the low frequency portion of
the spectrum is enhanced as the flow
approaches a uniform state at the nozzle
exit. By letting the scallops become deeper
and deeper both these processes can be
accentuated, although we then lose control
of the cross-sectional areas for the two
streams and, hence the flow properties
between the lobe sidewalls. It is also
possible that for a given shape and number
of lobes in a lobe mixer, there exists an
optimal depth of scallop from a noise
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suppression point of view. If we take this
scalloping to its ultimate limit, that is,
scallop all of the lobe sidewall, only the lobe
crests and valleys remain.  This bare
skeleton of fully scalloped lobes will look
like multiple tongues of metal deflected
towards the outer nozzle wall and the nozzle
center-line - hence, the name “tongue”
mixer. If the two streams are subsonic and
if the two streams flowing along their
respective tongue surfaces still do not
separate then the process of formation of a
streamwise vortex between the two tongues
will still exist and enhance mixing.
However, without the lobe sidewalls to
guide the two streams the tongue surfaces
will now have to be modified from the
corresponding unscalloped lobed mixer
geometry. In fact, the older rules of
designing forced lobe mixers may not be
applicable to the tongue mixer.

This concept of the tongue mixer as an
extreme limit of scalloping actually can be
viewed as one of the steps bridging the gap
between the confluent mixer (splitter plate)
and a scalloped lobe mixer, as shown in
Figure 2.6. Here, the conceptual variations
between the tongue mixer and the confluent
mixer, called the “comb” mixer and the
“screen” mixer are obtained by reducing the
width of the tongues and then adding a
transverse grid. The comb and the screen
mixers will simply generate small-scale
eddies downstream, where the mixing
between the two streams will proceed due to
turbulent diffusion alone and will not be
efficient. However, a tongue mixer, if
designed properly, may stand to benefit
acoustically. It may also have advantages in
terms of manufacturability, weight and cost.

The principle of operation for the tongue
mixer, thus, still remains the earlier and
gradual generation of axial vorticity by



‘SIOXIW POQO] PUB JUSNUOD Usam3Iaq deS oY) SUIEDLIQ SISXIW JIU0sqns JO wnnoadg 9°7 2In3ig

L@Nmz :uzwcorﬁz JIXTIA «qQUOD)y, . JIXITAL (U99.10S,, uﬂuzczou
Woll m/ d . ﬂ
r4 oLed | <———— @ﬂn | _ﬂﬂ ﬂ--- | &—r .-*.. | &——oo
A%I«. < € %% 2 € - m.n a z < -
! JoL < i m\
P\ LQL. _\\ 5 o me.“ H
= g ; ihilite
4oL - YT H :
. T
g :
@u&OZNUmcD Uomo:mom wﬂoz_.wzou

>~

15

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1



guiding each stream in its own tongue such
that the mixing between them occurs across
the vortex sheet which replaces the lobe
sidewalls. This vortex sheet has both axial
and radial vorticity components due to
differences 1in, respectively, the radial
velocity components and the axial velocity
components of the two streams. The axial
vorticity component is known to enhance
mixing in lobed mixers by increasing the
interface area between the two flows by
curling the  vortex-sheet, and thus
introducing the “engulfing” process which is
far superior to mixing due to viscous
diffusion occurring in a confluent nozzle.
This same enhanced mixing process will
now occur in the region between any two
adjacent tongue edges and continue
downstream with interaction between the
adjacent vortex sheets. With axial vorticity
first ingested at the “root” of the tongues
(that is, where the two neighboring tongues
first start diverging from each other) and
with axial vorticity at downstream stations
being possibly strongest midway between
the two tongues, this vortex-sheet will curl
at mid-height and the central vortices will
grow in size as they convect downstream. In
this regard it is interesting to note that Elliott
et al @ at MILT. have suggested through
their CFD studies that for lobed mixers
maximum mixing contribution due to axial
vorticity can be obtained if the axial
vorticity is highest or concentrated at the
mid-height of the lobes. The hypothesized
vorticity dynamics for the tongue mixer is
shown in Figure 2.7.

We will embody these considerations as
three basic principles, to be stated below,
around which we can base our design
guidelines for tongue mixers. First, since we
are talking about a new concept, let us
clearly define some of the new terminology
we have adopted for the tongue mixer:

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1

16

(a) Top tongue or core tongue refers to the’
radially outward tongue (as we go
downstream); bottom tongue or fan
tongue for the radially inward one.

(b) Internal stream or surface, for a given
tongue, refers to the flow or surface that
would be inside the unscalloped lobe
from which this tongue can be thought to
be made of; the external stream or
surface would be the one outside that
lobe. Thus for a conventional two-
stream nozzle with fan flow surrounding
the core flow, for the top tongue (which
can be thought of as being made up of
the crest of a core lobe) the internal
stream is the core stream and the
external stream is the fan stream;
whereas, for the bottom tongue the
internal stream is the fan stream and the
external stream is the core stream.

The three basic fluid-dynamics and acoustic
principles for the tongue mixer to work are:

PI1. The internal flow on the tongue should
not separate.

P2. The external flow over the tongue should
not go around it towards its internal side
displacing the internal flow and forming
wake like eddies.

P3. The dipole noise-source due to the
interaction of tongue and external flow
should be minimized while achieving the
desired goals of mixing performance.

Thus, for any tongue geometric parameter
under consideration it should be designed
such that the above three principles are
satisfied. We will refer to these principles as
P1, P2 and P3. There may be other rules of
thumb which may improve the non-acoustic
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performance, such as aerodynamic thrust,
and should be incorporated, if possible,
without violating the above principles.

2.3.2 Design of the New Mixers

2.3.2.1 Unscalloped 20-lobe mixer

The 12 lobe, high penetration mixer (12UH),
12 lobe low penetration mixer (12CL), and
the confluent mixer (CONF) configurations
of Table 2.1 were designed to have equal
bypass ratio. For the parametric study of the
effects of scalloping, a 20 lobe configuration
was selected. The unscalloped 20 lobe
baseline was designed to have an identical
area ratio, lobe penetration and lobe length
as the 12UH configuration. In this way, it
would be possible to isolate the effect of
lobe number on acoustics and aerodynamics.
The angular coordinates of the new 20 lobe
mixer (denoted 20UH) were initially derived
by symmetrically compressing the 12UH
coordinates on either side of the crest
centerline by the lobe ratio (12/20). This
initial profile was then modified by
increasing the radius of curvature of the
crest and decreasing the radius of curvature
of the keel, as viewed in the transverse
plane. In addition, it was necessary to re-
contour the crest surface in the meridional
plane to suppress a small region of separated
flow. Some CFD results are discussed later
in section 2.4.2. The final configuration is
shown in Figure A.18.

2.3.2.2 Implementation of the New Rules
for Scalloping

In the previous section, we developed two
general guidelines for designing scalloped
edges for a given lobe mixer:

(i) the radial height of the scallop should
gradually increase from zero to some value.

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1 18

(i) the scalloped edge should be a “trailing-
edge” all along its length with respect to
both fan and core flows.

These guidelines do not address the
selection of the axial depth of the scallop or
the specific curve defining the edge of the
scallop.  Additional criteria for selecting
these parameters must be defined.

Since the flow inside the lobes and close to
the lobe surface closely follow the shape of
the crest or keel (depending on whether it is
core flow or fan flow respectively) it
appears, at first sight, that a simple V-shaped
deep scallop in the lobe sidewall (with the V
pointing upstream) will satisfy both the
geometrical principles mentioned above.
This appears satisfactory for lobes with
monotonic radially diverging crest and keel
lines, or scallops with relatively shallow
axial depth. However it can fail in cases
where either the crest or the keel line has an
inflection point, especially, when the scallop
is axially deep. We will show how that
limitation can be removed and give a general
method to obtain a first-order scalloped edge
satisfying the two rules. This will be done
by building approximate flow lines purely
from the given geometry of the unscalloped
lobe and without the use of any CFD tools.
Any further refinements will of course
necessitate CFD tools; however, in most
cases, the first order estimate of the
scalloped edge should be adequate.

While discussing the geometry of a
scalloped edge on the lobe wall it is
convenient to consider a reference
meridional plane rx (r being the radial
direction and x being the axial flow
direction) in the case of a circular nozzle and
rotate all the corresponding lines (such as,
the lobe crest or keel lines) from meridional
planes at different azimuthal angles on this



one reference plane. We will call the
straight line joining the top of the lobe crest
and the bottom of the lobe keel in this
reference  meridional plane as the
“unscalloped” trailing edge of the lobe. This
line may be canted and not necessarily
radial. Any deviation of the actual trailing
edge of the lobe from this straight line will
be considered as scalloping.

It is convenient to use local mixer axes (§,n)
as parallel and orthogonal to this
“unscalloped” lobe trailing edge. Figure 2.8
shows one selection of these axes (with
origin O) with &-axis along the unscalloped
edge and m-axis passing through the
intersection of the crest and keel lines (point
C). Some of the geometrical terms we have
introduced to describe the scalloped edge
characteristics are also shown. Thus the
depth, height and offset of the scallop
broadly describe its geometry and the type of
the curve tells its shape. Notice that the
depth FH is defined here to be in the n-
direction which may not be necessarily in
the axial direction due to a possible cant
angle of the unscalloped edge. The scallop
depth, FH, can be expressed as a percentage
of the maximum depth, CO, that can be
achieved for the given Ilobe; thus,
100¥*FH/CO is the percentage depth. The
offset of the scallop apex F is defined from a
point G which in some way defines the
“mid-height point” at that depth. With the
local axes defined as in Figure 2.8, it is
natural to define the mid-height point G as
the mid-point of a line parallel to the
unscalloped edge and passing through the
apex F. The offset can then be quantified as
a percentage of the maximum offset
achievable at that depth as 100*FG/GL
However, note that it may be possible to
define the locus of “mid-height points” as
the locus of centers of circles inscribed
between the lobe crest and keel lines (see
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Figure 2.9(a)). In this latter sense the point
p in Figure 2.9(a) is equi-distant from the
two neighboring crest and keel surface lines
(pq = qr); whereas, in the previous sense (as
shown explicitly in Figure 2.9(b)) it still is
equidistant from these two surface lines but
on a given canted line pqr parallel to the
unscalloped edge. We define the zero offset
line as the simpler-to-draw mid-height line
CC’ of Figure 2.9(b). Lastly the scallop
height DE can also be defined as a
percentage of the maximum scallop height
possible AB as 100*DE/AB.

When constructing the scalloped edge one
can ask the broadest question: “What is the
scallop depth, offset, height and type of
curve that should be selected to reduce
noise?” We do not know the answer to this
question and how indeed noise varies with
these parameters. It does not appear that
such a question has ever been posed at all or
answered in the open literature to our
knowledge. It appears that the most
dominant parameters amongst these may be
the depth of the scalloped curve. The effect
of scallop depth is what will be studied here.
Thus a reasonable question that we propose
to answer is “Given the scallop apex
location F (that is depth and offset) how do
you construct the scalloped edge so as to
satisfy the two rules (given at the beginning
of this sub-section)?”

The “trailing-edge (t.e.) rule” requires an
estimate of the flow direction on both sides
of the corresponding unscalloped lobe
sidewall. If we can obtain a simple
approximation to the flow velocity direction
near the crest and keel lines then that would
indeed help in constructing at least deep
scallops whose edges are close to the crest
and keel lines and which satisfy the t.e. rule.
From two-dimensional inviscid flow
analysis results we know that, for example,
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Figure 2.8 Geometrical definitions for describing a scalloped edge on a lobe mixer sidewall.

(a) Locus of centers of . . inscribed circles . (b) Mid-heights of lines parallel to (canted)
' unscalloped edge

Figure 2.9 Two possible methods of prescribing the mid-height locus for a lobed mixer.
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the steady streamlines near a surface and
away from stagnation points and separated
regions are very nearly “locally parallel” to
that surface. But there is an ambiguity when
we say that two curves are locally parallel
because we can translate a given curve
horizontally or vertically or in any other
direction and consider any of these
translated curves to be “parallel” to the
curve in its original location. So we need to
be more precise. We assume, as a first order
estimate for obtaining the flow velocity
direction at a point, P, near a solid line that
the flow velocity there is influenced most by
the point, Q, close to P on that line and the
slope of the line at the point Q. The closest
point Q to a line from a point P in the flow is
of course obtained by dropping a
perpendicular from P to that line as shown in
Figure 2.10. Then we assume that the flow
velocity direction at P is the same as the
tangent to the solid line at Q. Of course, this
procedure fails when point P in the flow
region is equidistant from two or more solid
lines or in general is influenced more or less
equally by two or more nearby surfaces.
However, in our application if we consider
the core flow velocity component in the
meridional plane, say, at the azimuthal
center of the core-lobe, the two influencing
solid surfaces of interest are the lobe crest
and the plug surface, with the plug exerting
little influence on the velocity direction near
the crest line. Similarly, the fan flow
velocity component in the meridional plane
at the center of the fan lobe, which is
bounded by the keel and the nozzle wall is
influenced more by the keel surface than the
nozzle wall when P is near the keel surface.
So it appears reasonable to apply this
approximation to the flow velocity direction
near the crest and keel surfaces which is all
that is needed for satisfying the t.e. rule.
Once the local flow velocity direction is
known at a point then it is easy to verify

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1 21

whether a proposed scalloped edge near that
point P is a “trailing” or “leading” edge, as
shown in Figure 2.10.

Using this construction we can easily find
the upper and lower radial bounds on the
scalloped edge corresponding to a give apex
location which does not violate the t.e. rule.
First note that if we draw a circle with
diameter PQ (see Figure 2.10) then the
tangents to it at P and Q give the direction of
the flow velocity at P and Q. So if we roll
this circle on the crest line then the envelope
of the rolling circles will correspond to the
streamline or the pathline of the particle
passing through point P in this
approximation. Figure 2.11 shows these
“rolling-ball envelopes” corresponding to a
given scallop apex location F. There are two
of them, one corresponding to the core flow
and the other to the fan flow. Consider for
the moment the upper core flow particle
path passing through F. If the downstream
portion of the tangent to the scalloped edge
at F lies below the rolling ball envelope then
obviously it would be a “leading” edge.
Hence, any scalloped edge which lies wholly
below this rolling ball envelope will violate
the t.e. rule at least in regions close to F. In
this sense the rolling ball envelope from F
gives a “lower” radial bound for the
scalloped edge on the upper side. Similarly
the lower rolling ball envelope from F gives
the “upper” radial bound for the scalloped
edge on the lower side. Thus, for example,
even a straight scalloped edge (which can be
considered as upper part of a V-scallop)
from F which lies wholly below the upper
rolling ball envelope will not satisfy the t.e.
rule. Further, even if a portion of the upper
straight scalloped edge near F is below the
upper envelope then it will still violate the
t.e. rule.



Figure 2.10 Approximate estimate of the direction of flow velocity vector at point P near the crest-line
and the relative location of a trailing or a leading edge of a scallop near P.
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Figure 2.11 Rolling ball envelopes as approximate particle paths corresponding to the apex, F, of the
scallop on two sides of a lobe wall and the corresponding bounds for the scalloped edge.
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Since the rolling ball envelope gives one of
the bounds for the scalloped edge it is
pertinent to ask if any curve which is wholly
above that envelope (we are referring to the
upper scalloped edge here) satisfies the t.e.
rule. The answer is no because if, for
example, the scalloped edge “approaches”
the crest line and then “recedes” from it, it is
possible that the t.e. rule is locally violated
somewhere in-between. However, one
family of curves which is wholly above the
rolling ball envelope appears to be
promising, namely, the envelope formed by
circles of monotonically decreasing
diameters and touching the crest line, as
shown in Figure 2.12(a). In general, with
the chords between the tangency points of
consecutive circles decreasing
monotonically (P,P;’>P,P,’>P3P5” etc.), the
two curves (the crest line and the scalloped
edge) can be defined to be converging. In
the special case of a straight crest line and
another converging straight, concave or
convex line (which can be thought as the
envelope of circles with monotonically
decreasing diameters with linear, more than
linear and less than linear rate of decrease
respectively) we can easily see from Figure
2.12(b) that the converging scalloped edge
line indeed satisfies the t.e. rule. We also
observe from Figure 2.12.(b) that for such a
special case not only the chords but also the
perpendiculars drawn from the scalloped
edge on the crest line are monotonically
decreasing. Such perpendiculars are easy to
construct for two given curves on an
interactive CAD program. Without having
proven it for the general case of converging
curves, as in Figure 2.12(a), we will take it
as a rule of thumb that if the lengths of the
perpendiculars from the given scalloped
edge on the crest or keel lines form a
monotonically decreasing sequence as we go
downstream then it will very likely satisfy
the t.e. rule.
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In practice it may be easier not only to check
for  this  decreasing sequence  of
perpendiculars but also to simply double
check at several points whether the t.e. rule
is satisfied or not by drawing the
approximate flow velocity directions as in
Figure 2.10 and then iterating on the
scalloped curve if needed. It turns out that
this sort of iterative geometrical method is
extremely fast when implemented on an
interactive computer program and is the
method of choice. We further note here that
if the flow separates from the surface, say, at
the crest-line then the application of the
above rule of thumb becomes even more
conservative because in that case the flow
velocity near the scalloped edge will diverge
away from the crest surface.

Figure 2.13 shows one such construction for
the scalloped edge of the 20 lobed mixer.
Here we have arbitrarily selected the
location of the scalloped-apex as one with
about 58% depth and 0% offset. This gives
us a sufficiently deep scallop (much deeper
than conventional scallops) without any
danger of a structurally weak lobe sidewall
and with a reference offset of zero. In order
to obtain “converging” curves the endpoints
of the scalloped height, namely, D and E are
originally selected well above the limits
imposed by the rolling ball envelopes from
the apex F. The scallop height DE is also
chosen initially to be large so that the two
flows can interact in the scalloped area as
much as possible forming nascent axial
vortices inside the scalloped region before
going downstream of the unscalloped edge
AB. The initial scalloped height chosen was
about 92% with AD = BE. Having thus
located the points F, D and E the problem is
of obtaining a scalloped edge passing
through these points and satisfying the t.e.
rule. One other condition imposed is the
avoidance of sharp corners on the scalloped



- Figure 2.12(a) Envelope formed by circles of monotonically decreasing diameters and touching
o .+ the crest line. The chords between points of tangency also decrease leading to
“converging” curves.
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(2) Straight edge (b) Concave edge (c) Convex edge

Figure 2.12(b) Satisfaction of the “trailing-edge rule” when the crest is a straight line and the
scalloped edge is converging whether straight, concave or convex.
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edge so as to avoid points of high stresses on
the lobe skin and also to avoid secondary
corner vortices which can lead to total
pressure losses.

This process of constructing the scalloped
edge is broken into two pieces - the upper
and the lower edges with respect to the apex.
Let’s focus on the upper portion. First note
that a simple straight edge FD will indeed
violate the t.e. rule near F because it is
below the corresponding upper rolling ball
curve as mentioned before.  The two
portions will also have to meet smoothly at
the apex which implies that both the
portions have a common tangent at the apex
F which is parallel to the unscalloped edge
AB. With three properties of the upper
curve fixed, namely, two points (F and D)
and the tangent at one of those points (F) we
can let a unique three parameter curve pass
through those points. However, we have
more freedom for the shape of the curve if
we use a four parameter curve with one
parameter left free. B-splines with four
parameters (poles) are easily available and
easy to construct in typical CAD
applications and, hence, were selected. The
fourth parameter, it turns out, controls the
angle of the tangent at the remaining point
D. After selecting this fourth parameter
such that the slope at D is slightly higher
than at A one can draw the proposed
scalloped edge passing through F and D, and
use the rule of thumb of decreasing
perpendiculars (which can be equally spaced
on the scalloped edge) to check if the t.e.
rule is satisfied. After going through this
iteration a couple of times and satisfying the
t.e. rule of thumb we further pulled the point
D upward to point 10 (see Figure 2.13) to
make the curves more converging and
increase the margin of safety. The
decreasing perpendiculars on this final curve
are shown in Figure 2.13 and so is the
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double verification of the te. rule by
drawing the approximate local velocities on
the scalloped edge as lines orthogonal to
these perpendiculars. A similar process was
used to draw the lower portion of the
scalloped edge, FE. In order to avoid the
sharp comers at D and E large fillet radii
were used there. Since the crest and keel
lines of the corresponding 20-lobe
unscalloped mixer are diverging radially
from each other, the scalloped edge,
constructed as above, also automatically
satisfies the first design rule of gradually
increasing radial distance between the upper
and the lower edges of scallop. Projection of
these curves back on to the three-
dimensional lobe surface gives the final
scalloped lobe. Scallops obtained in this
manner are seen to have a ‘“boomerang’
shape. Hence, we will call them
“boomerang scallops.” Figure A.19 shows
the details of the final geometry of the 20
lobe deeply scalloped mixer of high-
penetration (called 20DH).

We have also applied this process to obtain a
family of moderately deep scallops as shown
in Figure 2.14. For a systematic study of the
effect of the depth of scallop on noise we
have selected a scallop of depth equal to half
of the previous one but of the same scallop
height. As before with B-splines we still
have a non-unique choice of several curves.
Six of these are shown in Figure 2.14
ranging from a V-cut (curve 1) to a very
concave line 6 where the fourth poles of the
B-spline are equally spaced on the tangent
line at the apex F. Since the depth is
deemed shallow it appears that all of these
will easily satisfy the t.e. rule and no check
is needed in this case. Each curve, however,
gives a different scalloped area. Notice that
if we had V-cut scallops in both cases then
with half-depth and same height the
moderate scallop would have half of the



Curve # % Area
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- Figure 2.14. Tamily of scalloped edges with depth equal to half of the deeply scalloped mixer (20DH)
but same scallop height. The scalloped areas differ and are shown as percentages of the
deeply scalloped one in the inset table. Curve 6 was selected for 20MH mixer.

Table 2.2 New Mixer Parameters

Mixer Code Lobe Scallop Lobe Lobe Area Mixing
No. Penetration Length Ratio Length
HyHy) | LDy | (AJA) | (LDy) |
20 Lobe Unscalloped 20UH 20 None 0.67 0.34 2.637 1.10
20 Lobe Moderately Scalloped 20MH 20 Moderate 0.67 0.34 2.637 1.10
20 Lobe Deeply Scalloped 20DH 20 Deep 0.67 0.34 2.637 1.10
Tongue 12TH 12 pairs | Tongue type 0.56 0.34 1.765 1.10
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scalloped area as the deeper one. Hence, we
have finally selected the curve which gives
approximately half of the scalloped area as
the previous deep scallop, namely, curve 6
which has a scalloped area equal to 48.5% of
that for the deeply scalloped case. Figure
A.20 shows the 20 Ilobe, moderately
scalloped, high-penetration mixer (termed
20MH). Table 2.2 lists the non-dimensional
geometric properties of these 20 lobe
mixers.

2.3.2.3 Design Guidelines for the Tongue
Mixer

The design guidelines given here are those
which were used more in the spirit of
building a proof-of-concept tongue mixer
model adhering to the three principles, P1,
P2 and P3 discussed in the previous section
2.3.1.2. Time constraints did not permit
optimization of the tongue contours through
the use of CFD analysis. Primarily, basic
fluid dynamic principles and engineering
judgment were used to pin down the flow
lines for a proof-of-concept tongue mixer.
We give below a description of the selection
for its major parameters, namely, the number
of tongues, the internal and external flow
lines in profile, and the transverse cross-
sections.

(i) Number of Tongues

As a baseline design we start with all top
tongues of one shape and all bottom tongues
of another shape. Principle P3 suggests that
we should not have too many tongues lest
there be considerable dipole type noise from
the tongues themselves. The root-widths of
the  tongues, although independent
parameters, go hand-in-hand with the
number of tongues and are considered
together. Principle P2 suggests that the
tongue widths should not be too thin, that is,
the number of tongues should not be too
large.  This selection can be partially
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resolved by using the arguments developed
from vorticity dynamics as described earlier.

The interface area for mixing due to
engulfment depends on the largest diameter
that can be achieved by the two adjacent
vortex structures shown in Figure 2.7 and
that is limited by the smallest tongue width.
This width will govern when adjacent
vortices touch each other and begin
interacting. Hence, if we have unequal
tongue widths then the vortices will grow to
a smaller size than if the tongue-widths were
equal. This would suggest equal tongue
widths.

Examination of the three original lobed
mixers shows that the only mixer with equal
lobe-width at the root was the conventional
mixer with cutouts (12CL). This has 12
lobes. The 12CL mixer may serve as a
comparison point if we also select 12 pairs
of tongues for the tongue-mixer. Any larger
number will make the widths thinner with
more chance of violating Principle P2. Also
we already have a deeply scalloped mixer
with 20 lobes (20DH) which will provide
some indication as to what happens to a
tongue mixer with thinner widths. Hence, in
order to conservatively satisfy P2 for a
proof-of-concept study, we selected 12 pairs
of tongues, with both top and bottom
tongues of equal widths. With an average
radius of about 3.284 in. at the adapter ring
where the roots of these tongues will be
located, this leads to about 0.86 in. width at
the root of the 24 tongues. This is deemed
conservatively wide for the core and fan
flow velocities to be considered, so that
Principle P2 is not violated.

(1) Internal Flow Lines in Profile

Consider the tongues in a longitudinal cross-
section view along their center-lines in a
meridional plane. Clearly avoidance of



separation (Principle P1) governs the
internal flow-lines. It is possible that as a
first step of iteration one could start with the
corresponding flow lines of the keel and the
crest lines of a comparable lobed mixer for
the bottom and the top tongue respectively.
However, without the sidewalls the internal
flow will probably have a larger tendency to
separate for the same surface angle.

Consider first the flow line of the bottom
tongue over which the fan-stream flows.
The axial static pressure distribution along
the keel line of a lobed mixer shows that
after a short initial rise it generally
decreases. The pressure distribution along
the internal side of the bottom tongue may
not be so favorable. Its maximum angle
should be somewhere between that used for
tailcones (which is an axi-symmetric body)
and that used for advanced mixer lobes,
perhaps even more on the conservative
lower side, so as to satisfy Principle P1.
This implies that 22° < max(Bpe) <30°. The
flow line itself can be made up of a simple
circular arc and straight line combination
with the fan flow exiting at the maximum
angle at its tip which may be made almost
parallel to the tailcone. An angular value
lower than that for the corresponding lobed
mixer with the same length would now
imply that the distance between the tongue’s
tip and the tailcone has increased or, in other
words, that the corresponding penetration of
the tongue has decreased. Increased
penetration increases the height of the vortex
sheet or the interfacial mixing area and is
deemed beneficial from a mixing
effectiveness point of view. (Increased
mixing effectiveness is believed to increase
thrust coefficient and reduce low frequency
noise contribution.) This can be achieved by
either increasing the length of the tongue or
being more aggressive on the maximum
angle. This first choice would go against
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Principle P3 and must be weighted against
satisfaction of Principle P1.

Now consider the fop tongue flow-line
internal to which the higher speed core
stream flows. The GE E’ mixer lobe data
shows that the axial static pressure
distribution on the crown’s core side
decreases as we go downstream (favorable
pressure gradient). For the top tongue we
still need to be cautious so as not to violate
Principle P1. We again conservatively
establish the tongue angles to be below the
maximum angles typically used for the
crown side of lobes. As before, smooth
circular-arc/straight-line combinations can
be used with the exit angle for the core-flow
being kept axial so as to minimize thrust
losses due to non-axial discharge. With
smaller maximum angles we again face the
issue of reduced penetration, which can be
resolved as suggested above.

Overall it is believed that a longer tongue
may be preferable to a higher angle in order
to increase penetration. That is, it is more
important to follow P1 than P3 for the
concept to work at all. Also it should be
noted that for the tongue mixer the angle
between the line joining the tips of adjacent
tongues and the vertical (or radial) line - the
scarf or cant angle in lobe mixers - is not so
relevant because the flows have already
started mixing. So the length of the tongues
should not be adjusted according to this
scarf angle.

(iii)  External Flow Lines in Profile

Once the internal flow lines are defined,
then the external flow lines for the center
cross-sectional view of the tongues in the
meridional plane is not so much an acoustic
issue as a structural and aerodynamic issue.
Aerodynamically, the space between the
external and the internal flow lines of a



given tongue defines the blockage created by
the bottom and the top tongue respectively
for the core and the fan flow. This blockage
thickness should be minimized. The
minimum thickness at any axial station, on
the other hand, is governed by the structural
stiffness required to withstand the applied
stresses and assure that fatigue failures due
to vibration do not occur.

For the proof-of-concept model, individual
tongues were machined from bar stock and
attached to an adapter ring to form an
assembly. To reduce base drag at the tongue
tip, it must be as thin as possible. A simple
thickness distribution shape which tapers
monotonically from that prescribed at the
root by the mixer adapter ring thickness
(0.298 in.) to a thin machinable edge (0.010
in.) at the tip of the tongue was deemed
adequate.

(iv)  Transverse Cross-sections

Transverse cross sections were developed by
prescribing an internal arc and an external
arc at a given axial station once its center
thickness had been decided from previous
rules. Aerodynamically, the tongues should
not act as blunt bodies to the external flow
over them lest they increase the ram drag.
Also for them to function as envisaged
earlier through vorticity dynamics they
should not violate Principle P2. Thus on a
cylindrical surface of the streamlines of the
external flow (that is, whose normal is more
or less in the radial direction and not in the
axial one) their external surface should
appear streamlined like the leading edge of
an airfoil. If we further prescribe that the
external flow on the tongue should leave its
edges axially and, hence, that the tangent to
the external arc at the edge should be axial,
then this would demand a deep curve for the
external arc and unless matched similarly on
the internal side with another deep curve

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1 30

will lead to very thick tongues which are
undesirable from blockage and weight points
of view. Both these criteria can be met by
something like a super ellipse but it is
obviously more blunt and perhaps difficult
to machine than a simple circular arc. Also
the angle at which the external flow will
leave the tongue edge is determined more
directly by the shape the vortex sheet takes
due to balance of pressure in the two
streams and not so much from the metal
cross-sectional angle. Thus if we remove
the condition that the external arc should
have an axial tangent at its edge this leaves a
wide variety of arc shapes at our disposal to
satisfy the streamlined criterion. For
simplicity of machining, circular arcs were
selected for both the external and the
internal curves such that the thickness at the
edge is again as thin as possible and then
chamfered. (Knife edges are not preferred
from machining viewpoint although they are
preferred aerodynamically.)

Unless the width of the tongue is defined at
each axial station this still does not uniquely
define the circular arcs. The consideration
for width-distribution of the tongue can be
made by looking at its top-view (or actually
radially towards the center from outside the
nozzle) which will also be reflected in its
ALF (aft-looking-forward) view.  Each
tongue can be made of constant width
throughout its length or tapered (convergent
or divergent). Here the principle that applies
is P2. Constant width is probably adequate,
however, it will lead to more blockage and
ram drag (clear in ALF view). Tapering will
reduce some of this blockage but the
minimum width at the tip should again be
governed by Principle P2. Again with
simplicity in mind, we decided on the width
distribution that follows from selecting
radial lines for the tongue edges when seen
in ALF view. The final selection gives a



convergently tapered bottom tongue and a
slightly divergent top tongue.

This still leaves a wide variety of shapes for
both the arcs of the transverse cross-section.
Approached sequentially the arcs can be
constructed as follows:

e known values are center-line thickness,
tongue-width and edge thickness

e the arbitrariness is then in only one of
the arcs

e select some “appropriate” circular radius
for the external arc which will pass
through the external surface point

o the tongue-width then automatically
defines the edges for that external arc

e with prescribed tongue edge thickness
and the internal point (due to the center-
line tongue thickness) the internal arc is
now uniquely prescribed by the three
points

e determination of the arbitrary external
curve radius should also consider that
the internal arc needs to be concave for
following Principles P1 and P2 except
perhaps for some transition region near
the root of the tongue, in addition to the
previous aerodynamic discussion.

e another aerodynamic consideration,
which would be apparent from the side
view, is that any sharp corners should be
avoided, lest they introduce secondary
corner vortices which may increase
losses.

It is possible that there are other machining
issues that can make the cross-section shape
simpler and should be incorporated after
keeping all the above principles in mind.
This procedure basically defines all the flow
lines for the tongues and should be a good
place to start for CFD iterations.

The tongue mixer penetration, as defined in
Table 2.2 and Figure 2.1, was set at 0.56,
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which is between the corresponding values
for the lobed mixer configurations 12CL and
12UH. This was selected to provide an
improvement in mixing effectiveness
compared to 12CL. As previously
mentioned the root width of both the inward
and outward projecting tongues were set
equal. This results in a considerable
reduction in the area ratio (A¢Ay), projected
on the transverse plane, compared to either
the 12 or 20 lobe mixer designs (see Table
2.2). This selection was expected to result
in a considerable bypass ratio reduction
compared to the 12 or 20 lobe mixers, but
was made purposely to satisfy the vortex
dynamics arguments discussed earlier

Figure A.21(a) through A.21(c) show the
geometrical details of the final tongue mixer
as fabricated. It’s non-dimensional
geometric properties are included in Table
2.2 Figure 2.15 shows the relative locations
and shapes of the tongue mixer and the 20
lobe deeply scalloped mixer (20DH) for
comparison. Note that attaching the tongue
mixer to the upstream cylinder required an
extra adapter ring. In order to maintain the
relative location of the tongue mixer inside
the nozzle, we have had to fabricate
additional adapter rings for the outer nozzle

and the center-cone, as shown in Figure
2.15.

Figures 2.16(a) and (b) are photos of all
eight mixers included in the test program.

2.4  CFD Analysis of New Mixers

Computational fluid dynamics (CFD)
analysis was done on three of the new
mixers as part of this task, namely the 20
lobe unscalloped (20UH), 20 lobe deeply
scalloped (20DH) and the tongue mixer
(12TH). The mixers were analyzed with the
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purpose of qualitatively validating our fluid-
dynamic concepts and to help explain some
of the aerodynamic and acoustic data. We
only briefly touch upon some of the results
from the analysis for the traditional
unscalloped 20UH mixer but expand more
on the CFD results for the other two non-
traditional mixers.

and Boundary

2.4.1 Code, Grids

Conditions

Numerical Modeling

A 3D, viscous CFD analysis was conducted
using the NPARC analysis code. The
NPARC code, Version 3.0, (Ref. 12) solves
the full three-dimensional Reynolds-
averaged Navier-Stokes equations in strong
conversation form using the Beam and
Warming approximate factorization scheme
to obtain a block tri-diagonal system of
equations. Pulliam’s scalar penta-diagonal
transformation provides for an efficient
solver. The code has several turbulence
models available including: the Baldwin-
Lomax, RNG, Baldwin-Barth, Spalart-
Almaras, and k-€ turbulence models. The
calculations presented in this study use the
Chien low Reynolds number k- turbulence
model. The implicit scheme uses central-
differencing with artificial dissipation to
eliminate oscillations associated with the use
of central differences. The code allows the
use of structured, multiple grid blocks. Tri-
linear interpolation is used to transfer
information at the grid block interfaces. The
NPARC code has been used previously to
predict the internal and external flows
related to other mixer/nozzle exhaust
systems.

Grid Generation

The mixers are composed of identical pairs
of lobes which are spaced at equal angular
intervals.  This symmetric geometry 1is
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exploited to reduce the computational
requirements resulting in a grid which
extends circumferentially between the
centerline of one lobe pair. The GRIDGEN
code, Version 11.2 (Reference 13), was used
to generate the computational grid. The
distance of the first grid point off a viscous
surface is 0.001. The blocks are made with
contiguous interfaces and extend from a
station far upstream of the mixer exit plane
to the nozzle exit plane. In order to save
time, simulation outside the nozzle (for the
jet plume) was not done but the downstream
boundary  conditions  were  adjusted
appropriately, as discussed later.

The computational grid for the 20 lobe
unscalloped mixer (20UH) is shown in
Figure 2.17. The grid consists of 6 blocks
and approximately 500,000 points. The
highlighted grid contains the mixer region of
the grid. The grid for the 20 lobe deep-
scallop mixer (20DH) is shown in Figure
2.18. The grid consists of 5 blocks and
approximately 1,000,000 points. The
additional points were needed to resolve the
scalloped region of the mixer.  The
computational grid for the 12 pair internal
tongue mixer is shown in Figure 2.19 and
consists of 6 blocks and approximately
1,000,000 points.

Boundary Conditions
Inside the nozzle, the fan and core upstream

total pressures and temperatures are
specified. The walls are modeled as no-slip
adiabatic  surfaces. The downstream

boundary at the nozzle exit plane has an
“extrapolated static pressure gradient.” The
centerline is modeled as an axis of
symmetry. The flow variables are mass-
averaged along this axis. Symmetry
conditions were used along the sides of the
computational domain which are the
meridional planes in the center of each lobe.
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Figure 2.18 Partial grid for the 20-lobe deeply scalloped mixer (20DH) inside the nozzle.
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Figure 2.19 Partial grid for the tongue mixer (12TH) inside the nozzle.
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The extrapolated static pressure gradient is
implemented by extrapolating all primitive
variables (density, velocities, energy). The
static pressure gradient which is determined
from the total energy distribution is scaled
by a user provided pressure which controls
the mass-flow rate. This boundary condition
allowed a vortex to exist through the exit of
the computational domain and improved
convergence of the solution as compared to
using a constant exit static pressure field
boundary condition. The converged solution
produces global mass conservation within
the nozzle to within 1% of the inlet value. A
slight radial static pressure gradient
remained at the exit plane in the converged
solution. This is not unusual and similar
behavior was observed in the plume
experimental survey.

2.4.2 Results
(a) 20 Lobe Unscalloped Mixer (20UH)

CFD runs on the first version of the 20-
lobed mixer, which was simply an angularly
compressed version of the previous 12-lobed
high penetration (12UH) mixer, were made.
It was found that in the upper half region of
the underside of the lobe crest a strong
adverse pressure gradient existed which led
to separation of the core flow. A refined
analysis of 12-lobed unscalloped mixer
(12UH) (designed some six years ago) also
revealed an adverse pressure gradient and
some separation in the same region which
was not resolved by the grid used during the
original effort. Although a comparison of
the measured pressure on this mixer (12UH)
at the core crest centerline showed this
feature, the location of the beginning of the
adverse pressure gradient was further
downstream, thus confining the separation to
a small region at the core crest tip. This is
possibly due to a very aggressive core flow
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line deflection angle at the inflection point
of the lobe crest line - which was done to
maintain a high penetration (0.68) in a small
length of the mixer. Hence, to alleviate
separation in the 20-lobed mixer the core
crest line maximum angle was decreased
while maintaining the lobe penetration by
slightly increasing the lobe length and thus
introducing a slightly larger cant angle of the
mixer exit plane.

As an example, Figure 2.20 shows the flow
velocity vectors just outside the boundary
layers on two sides of the lobe wall. First,
observe that there is now no separation of
the core flow at the crest, or of the fan flow
at the keel. Secondly, note that the core
flow close to the crest and the fan flow close
to the keel on the lobe sidewall are “almost
parallel” to the crest and keel lines
respectively, as assumed in Section 2.3.2.2
(see Figure 2.10). Moreover, slightly away
from the crest and the keel lines, the core
and the fan flow direction on the lobe
sidewall are such that the rules of thumb
given in Section 2.3.2.2 for satisfying the t.e.
rule become even more conservative. This
puts the previous design rules for scalloping
on a firmer ground.

(b) 20 Lobe Deeply-Scalloped Mixer
(20DH)

Typical cross-sectional results for the 20
lobe deep scalloped mixer (20DH) are given
in Figures 2.21 to 2.23 for the total
temperature (Tt), axial vorticity (€2) and the
turbulent kinetic energy (k) in terms of non-
dimensionalized  quantities for  axial
locations both inside the scallop and outside
the mixer up to the nozzle exit plane. In
these figures, X is measured positive
downstream of the mixer exit plane, Ls is
the axial length of the scallop and L is the
mixing length (from the mixer exit plane to



(b) Fan flow

(a) Core flow
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Figure 2.20 Flow velocity vectors just outside the boundary layers on two sides of the lobe-wall of 20UH mixer.
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the nozzle exit plane). The operating
condition is NPR¢ = 1.457, NPR; = 1.375,
Tiw/Tie = 2.296 with free-jet Mach number,
My = 0. The data presented in the plots is
non-dimensionalized in the following
manner:

Tnon =T/ (Yl‘ef/ Tref),
Qron = E2Xref/A rer,
knon =k/a ref2

where Yree= 1.4, Tier = 533 °R, Xpof = 1/12 ft,
8 ret = WieetR Teer and R = 1716 ft-1b/(slug-°R).

From these figures, we observe that strong
nascent vortices begin to form immediately
inside the scallop, as expected, and continue
to form a tighter vortex downstream of the
mixer which quickly migrates to the nozzle
wall (within the first one-third distance of
the mixing-length), and finally interacts and
merges with the neighboring similar vortex
by the end of the nozzle exit plane. By the
time the flow has reached the mixer exit
plane the interface between the core flow
and the fan flow has already been increased
tremendously as compared to the
unscalloped case, which leads to better
mixing.  The turbulent kinetic energy
magnitude does not appear to be significant
and is fairly uniform in the cross-sectional
plane close to the nozzle exit. All these
features appear to be in the direction
expected earlier and validates the rules of
thumb used in designing the scallops, at
least from the point of view of flow physics.
It should also be observed that no
indications of separation were noted on the
inside of the lobes with the introduction of
the deep scallop.

(©) The Tongue Mixer

Similar results from the CFD analysis for the
tongue mixer (12TH) with baseline nozzle-
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length are given in Figures 2.24-2.26. This
particular solution corresponds to the same
conditions for which results were presented
for the 20-lobe deeply-scalloped mixer
(20DH) so that comparison with it can be
done.

From these figures it can be seen that:

(i) Mixing does indeed begin vigorously
right from the beginning at the first station
shown (X/L, = -0.66) where the tongues
have already diverged from each other
(Figure 2.25(a)). This is as expected and is
similar to the behavior in 20DH mixer at the
start of the scallop.

(i) By the time the core and fan streams
have reached the tongue-tip exit plane (x/Ls
= X/L = 0) considerable axial vorticity is
already formed, similar in intensity to that
form 20DH but a with larger area of
coverage due to the broader tongue widths.

(iii) Downstream of the tongues, an isolated
vortex is immediately formed similar to that
in 20DH. However, unlike 20DH, it lingers
at the same radial height for a longer axial
distance and does not immediately convect
to the outer duct wall. The radial convection
velocity of this vortex is governed by the
average radial velocity components of the
core and the fan streams in the tongues. This
is probably much smaller than in 20DH due
to smaller angles of divergence of the
tongues as compared to the aggressive lobe
crown- and keel-angles of 20DH.

(iv) At the nozzle exit plane, (x/L = 1), the
total temperature (Figure 2.24(b))is fairly
uniform except for the annular hot ring near
the central axis. This shows that the core
flow over the center-cone is not as well
mixed as in mixer 20DH. The vortex
(Figure 2.25(b))is less intense and further
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away from the nozzle wall than in 20DH but
the turbulence intensity (Figure 2.26(b))
suddenly seems to have grown inside this
vortex. It appears that in 12TH the
boundary layer on the nozzle wall is growing
much faster than in 20DH (compare
turbulence intensity contours at x/L = 0.66
in Figures 2.26(b) and 2.23(b)) and the axial
vortex has sucked into itself a large part of
this wall boundary layer by induction by the
time it reaches the nozzle exit plane.
Whether this is an artifice of the turbulence
modeling used in the CFD code or a real
physical effect is not known. One acoustic
effect that such higher turbulence intensity
can have is an increase in amplitude of the
higher frequency portion of the sound
spectrum due to the small length scales of
these axial vortices. The relative amplitude
of the hot spots and the hotter central core
should also be observable in the plume
survey. This verification will be done later.
One of the important items verified by the
CFD analysis was the absence of flow
separation on the inside surface of both the
tongues as required by the design principles
in Section 2.3.2.2. We will keep these CFD
observations in mind when we compare the
acoustic results for the tongue mixer later.

Finally, Figure 2.27 shows a comparison of
the non-dimensional axial velocity contours
at the nozzle exit plan for all the three
mixers analyzed in this CFD study: 20UH,
20DH and 12TH (normalization is with
respect to the reference speed of sound, ar,
mentioned earlier). This figure shows that,
overall, the unscalloped mixer, 20UH, has a
much higher axial velocity throughout,
whereas, both the deeply scalloped 20DH
mixer and the tongue mixer (12TH) have
lower overall velocity but are not as
uniformly mixed as the unscalloped mixer.
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Chapter 3

Experimental Program

A comprehensive experimental program was
carried out which included measurement of
far-field acoustic levels, nozzle aerodynamic
performance, and jet plume aerodynamic
surveys. Due to the specialized
requirements for obtaining some of this data,
two separate facilities were used. A
description of these facilities and the
experimental  apparatus employed are
provided in the following sections. In
addition, the test matrix for each phase of
the program is presented along with a
description of the experimental procedure
and data reduction methods employed.

3.1 Acoustic Tests

Test Facility
All acoustic tests were carried out in

NASA’s Aerocoustic Propulsion Laboratory
(APL) at Lewis Research Center. This
facility is a 65 ft. radius, acoustically treated,
hemispherical geodesic dome (see Figure
3.1). The walls of the dome are treated with
acoustic wedges as is approximately half of
the floor area. Within the confines of the
dome is the Nozzle Acoustic Test Rig
(NATR). The schematic floor plan of APL
with NATR is shown in Figure 3.2. The
NATR duct work is acoustically lined
(inside and outside) and extends from an
annular air ejector system to a plenum and
bellmouth transition section which is an
ASME long-radius nozzle followed by a
free-jet nozzle duct having an exit internal
diameter of 53 in. and a nozzle centerline
approximately 10 ft. above the floor. This
arrangement provides a free-jet Mach
number capability up to 0.3 to simulate
forward flight effects on the noise source.
An acoustically treated wall installed in the
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APL near the NATR exit plane and
extending aftward along the length of the jet
exit rig and test article shields the test
vehicle noise source from the untreated floor
region to prevent reflections from unrelated
test rig equipment residing in this vicinity.

Downstream of the NATR is the Jet Exit Rig
(JER). Test models are installed on the aft
end of the JER, and the movable JER is
positioned axially relative to the NATR exit
plane at the desired location (generally a
distance which aligns the test model nozzle
exit approximately 24 in. downstream of the
NATR exit plane) to appropriately utilize
the 48 ft. arc microphone array of the APL.
The JER is the structure through which
airflow is delivered to the test article via
connections to facility compressed air
supplies. Exhaust gases from the
JER/NATR are expelled through the 43 ft.
high by 55 ft. wide APL exhaust door.
More detailed information relative to the
APL facility, its test rigs and support system
is available in Reference 14.

The jet rig provides two stream flows whose
flow rates are measured by choked Venturi-
meters.  The total pressure and total
temperature are monitored in the model
nozzle at a charging station just upstream of
the mixer exit plane (see Figure A.1). In the
first phase of this program, in November
1995, it was found that the desired high
nozzle pressure ratios in the secondary (fan)
stream could not be achieved. Hence, a year
later, the jet rig was modified to provide
supplementary air and the desired nozzle
pressure ratios acquired in the second phase
of this task.
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Figures 3.3 and 3.4 show the mixer-nozzle
models installed in the jet exit rig. With a
nozzle exit diameter of 7.25 in., the ratio of
the diameter of the free-jet nozzle to the
model nozzle is 7.31 and is deemed
appropriate for the range of frequencies of

interest. ~ The merging of the  free-
jet/ambient shear layer with the model-
jet/free-jet shear layer occurs several
diameters downstream of the noise

producing region of interest in the model
and is not a concern in this test. Narrow
band acoustic data was acquired using % in.
Bruel & Kjaer microphones positioned on a
48 ft. radius from the nozzle exit center in a
horizontal plane through the nozzle axis.
Twenty-five microphones were positioned in
the upstream and downstream quadrants of
the jet ranging from an angle of 6 = 45° with
respect to the inlet axis to 6 = 165°. [Note
that the angle 0 used in this report is with
respect to the jet inlet axis, rather than the jet
exit axis.] This is deemed to be the range of
observable angles away from the
diffraction/shadow lip effect of the free-jet
nozzle in the upstream quadrant and outside
the free-jet in the downstream quadrant.

Test Procedure and Data Processing

Acoustic  testing was conducted by
establishing the initial desired free-jet Mach
number in the NATR. An acoustic test for
the background noise with free-jet flow was
done. Following this, generally, the test
point conditions for the lowest pressure ratio
and temperature were fixed. When
conditions stabilized, acoustic data was
acquired. Fan and core flows were then
adjusted to the pressure and temperature
conditions corresponding to the power
setting for the next highest pressure ratio test
point. After conditions stabilized, acoustic
data was again acquired. This procedure
was repeated in the order of increasing
pressure ratio until acoustic data was
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acquired for all power setting simulations at
the first free-jet Mach number. Once this
was accomplished, the free-jet Mach number
was changed and the procedures described
above repeated in reverse order (decreasing
pressure ratio) until acoustic data was
acquired at all desired power settings
associated with the second Mach number.
This cycle was repeated for all free-jet Mach
numbers of interest.

The acoustic and aerodynamic performance
data for the test program was provided by
NASA LeRC to Allison Engine Company in
electronic data base format for further
analysis.  The acoustic data processing
scheme used at NASA LeRC is outlined in
Figure 3.5. Its final goal is to produce noise
data on the ground below the flight path for
a flyover at an altitude of 1500 ft. This
method takes into account, broadly
speaking, microphone calibrations, free-jet
shear layer refraction, atmospheric and
spherical spreading attenuation, data scaling,
Doppler shifting for flyover data and
standard day meteorological corrections.
The free-jet background noise was
subtracted from the measured acoustic data
for test points simulating flight conditions.

Some details regarding the specific method
used for free-jet shear layer refraction are
given in Appendix B. It is essentially an
adaptation of Amiet’s method described in
Ahuja et al™ and extended to narrow-band
spectra. With no prior knowledge of the
location of sources in the different frequency
band, they are all assumed to be at the
nozzle exit plane center. This assumption is
valid at higher frequencies but may
introduce some error at relatively low
frequencies, which are hopefully below the
full-scale low frequency range.



NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1

59

Thp bttt

il
T

Figure 3.3 Mixer-nozzle model installed in the NATR jet rig which is lined with acoustic wedges.
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[ Digitize sound signals

Convert to units of pressure using calibration
coefTicients obtained via pistonphone

v

Compute averaged narrowband spectra,
convert to narrowband SPL

v

Correct for microphone actuator frequency
response

v

Correct for microphone free-field and grid
cap respanse

v

Correct for analog filter roll-off

!

Correct for frecjet shear layer refraction

v

Remove atmospheric attenuation at test day
‘conditions over test distance

Y

Remove spherical spreading artenuation from
test distance to a | foot arc

v

Impose spherical sbreading attenuation from
1 foot arc to 150 foot arc

v

Change scaling of data to full-scale

(frequency & amplitude)
+

Apply Doppler shift for sideline flyover by
adjusting frequency

v

[nstate atmospheric attenuation at FAA
Standard Day conditions over distance to
1500 foot sideline

-

Instate spherical spreading attenuation from 1
foot arc to 1500 foot sideline

K3

IEEE compliant 1/3 octave

®

> | Digital tape archives

Test and mode! conditions trom

- facility computer
L, B&K certified electrostatic
h calibration
. B&K provided grid response
» | |EEE compliant 1/3 Data output status: as measured
octave
—— 3 | IEEE compliant 1/3 » | Data output status: cosrected
. octave
> Archive narrowband spectra for
customer-specific processing
IEEE compliant 1/3 Data output status: | foot, loseless
octave
Noy weighting, Data output: PNLT vs angle
——> | summation, and tone —
correction
+
Summation of PNLT » | Data output: EPNLT
plus duration correction

®

Figure 3.5 NASA LeRC acoustic data processing scheme.
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The final acoustic data provided by NASA
LeRC to Rolls-Royce Allison was in the
following form, scaled to a nozzle with
660.5 in® throat, at standard day conditions
(77°F and 70% relative humidity):

(1) 150 ft. polar data: 1/3 ™ octave-band
sound pressure level (SPL re. 2%107
N/m?) spectra (80 hz to 10,000 hz) and
overall SPL (OASPL) at angles ranging
from 55° to 165° in increments of 5° in
the reference frame of the nozzle; 1/3
octave-band sound power spectrum
(PWL re. 10" W) and overall power
(OAPWL) were also provided. All of
this data was found for ambient static
pressure of 14.3 psi.

(2) 1500 ft. flyover data: Doppler shifted
1/3" octave-band SPL spectra, OASPL
directivity, PWL spectra, OAPWL, Tone
Corrected Perceived Noise Level
(PNLT) and the Effective Perceived
Noise Level (EPNL). The flyover data
was found for an ambient static pressure
of 14.7 psi.

In particular, note that the 150 ft. polar data
in the reference frame of the nozzle is not
Doppler-shifted, whereas, the 1500 ft.
flyover data is, indeed, Doppler-shifted
using the free-jet Mach no. as the flyover
Mach number and both are in the free-field.
There are no corrections for extra ground
attenuation, multiple jet shielding or
airframe shielding/reflections.

The aerodynamic data provided by NASA
LeRC to Rolls-Royce Allison for these
acoustic tests included the actual operating
conditions (that is, fan and core nozzle
pressure ratios and total temperature ratio),
the free-jet Mach number, the test-cell
ambient conditions and measured mass-flow
rates in the two streams.
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Test Matrix

The test conditions at which data were
obtained are listed in Table 3.1. Data was
obtained over a range of fan and core
pressure ratios typical of those observed in
current engines at approach and take-off.
Initial acoustic testing, carried out in 1995,
revealed that fan pressure ratios above 1.44
could not be reached due to JER air-supply
limitations. During the 1995 test program,
data was acquired at four values of free-jet
Mach numbers (0, 0.1, 0.2, and 0.3).
Following modification of the rig air
delivery system, a second test program was
carried out in 1996. During this test, data
was acquired at all intended nozzle
operating conditions but measurements at
the free-jet Mach number of 0.1 were
deleted from the test matrix, as shown in
Table 3.1. Thus, there is significant overlap
of operating conditions between the two
tests done a year apart and, generally
speaking, the resuits of the second test were
considered to have superceded those of the
first test. It is the results of the 1996 test
that are reported and analyzed here. Table
3.2 lists the mixer-nozzle configurations
tested in 1995 and 1996. Note that only the
four original mixers were tested in 1995;
whereas, in 1996, all the eight mixers were
tested but no data was obtained for the
nozzle with 25% increased length.

3.2  Aerodynamic Tests

Test Facility
Static thrust and nozzle performance

measurements were obtained in the
blowdown facilities at ASE FluiDyne Test
Group’s St. Paul, Minnesota Laboratory.
Tests were carried out in 1995 on the four
original mixers in FluiDyne’s Channel 14.
Selected results from this sequence are
presented in this report. A second series of
tests were carried out in 1997 in Channel 11.



Table 3.2 Mixer Nozzle Configurations for Acoustic Tests

(0 =1995, X =1996)

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1

63

Condition My NPR; NPR TTR Operating
Code (Free-Jet Mach PP oss) P/Pasr) (T /Tw) Condition
No.) (fan) (core)
A 0.0 121 1.17 221 Approach
B 0.0 1.44 1.39 2.34 T.O. #1
C 0.0 1.61 1.54 2.62 T.O. #2
b 0.0 1.82 1.74 2.79 T.O.#3
E 0.2 1.21 1.17 2.21 Approach
F 0.2 1.44 1.39 2.34 T.O. #1
G 02 1.61 1.54 2.62 T.O. #2
H 02 1.82 1.74 2.79 T.O. #3
| 0.3 1.21 1.17 2.21 Approach
J 03 1.44 1.39 2.34 T.O. #1
K 03 1.61 1.54 2.62 T.O. #2
L 0.3 1.82 1.74 2.79 T.O. #3
Table 3.1 Acoustic Test Matrix
Mixing-Length Change (AL/L)
Mixer Code 0% -25% -50% +25%

CONF 10).4 O @) 0

12CL ). O 16).¢ e}

12UH OX 16):4

12TH X X X

16UH 0):4 (0] 6).4 O

20UH X X X

20MH X X

20DH X X X
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Hardware in the second test program
included the 4 new mixer designs and
selected repeat runs for some of the original
mixers. Both these channels are two-
temperature flow static thrust stands in
which the nozzle thrust is determined from
force measurement with a strain-gage force
balance. The general arrangement of
Channel 14 and Channel 11, as well as, the
station notations are shown in Figure 3.6,
3.7 and 3.8 respectively.

The airflows for both the cold and hot
passages of a test nozzle are obtained from
the facility 500 psi dry air storage system.
Air for the cold passage is throttled, metered
through a long-radius ASME nozzle, ducted
to the cold passage of the test nozzle, and
finally exhausted to atmosphere. Air for the
hot passage is throttled, passed through a
regenerative storage heater, mixed with
unheated bypass flow to achieve a desired
temperature, metered through a long-radius
ASME nozzle, ducted to the hot passage of
the test nozzle, and finally exhausted to
atmosphere.

The model assembly is supported by a 3-
component strain-gage force balance and is
isolated from the facility piping by two
clastic seals (see schematic in Figure 3.8)
The ASME meter at Station 1 is water-
cooled to protect the elastic seal from
thermal effects. Since the cooling water is
confined to the upstream (i.e. non-metric)
hardware only, no tare forces are introduced
by the water supply lines. Facility
implementation was provided to calculate
mass flow rates at Stations 1 and 4 (Figure
3.8) and to calculate the exit thrust produced
by the test nozzle. The data were recorded
with the laboratory digital data acquisition
system. For the 1997 test in Channel 11,
charging station instrumentation in the core
duct consisted of four 5-probe total pressure

rakes (Pyg), two 4-probe and two 2-probe
total temperature rakes (Tg). Also
associated with each total pressure rake was
on outer wall static pressure tap (Pss).
Charging station instrumentation for the fan
passage consisted of four 12-probe area-
weighted rakes (Py) and three 5-probe
thermocouple rakes (Ty7). An inner and
outer wall static pressure tap (Py7) was also
associated with each total pressure rake in
the fan duct.

Test Procedures

Two types of tests were done: “hot” when
the core flow is heated up to approximately
860°F and “cold” when the core flow was
nominally at 70°F, same as the fan flow
temperature for all tests. For all hot nozzle
tests, Ty and Ty were calculated as an
average from thermocouples at each
charging station (12 for the core, 15 for the
fan). For all cold nozzle tests Ty; and T
were calculated form Ty and Ty,
respectively, by subtracting the temperature
drop due to adiabatic throttling of flow
between the meter station and the nozzle
charging station. The charging station total
pressures were defined as the area-weighted
average from all the available probes in each
duct (20 in core and 48 in fan).

The fan and core mass flow rates through the
test nozzle were determined using choked
ASME long-radius metering nozzles. These
values were used to determine the effective
thrust areas (discharge coefficient « reference
duct-area) for each duct and the whole
nozzle.

To evaluate the axial and vertical thrust
components, the force balance was first
calibrated. The force balance calibration
determined the output characteristics of the
three force balance flexures and the two
elastic seals between the metric model
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assembly and the non-metric facility
structure. The elastic seals produce a small
tare force, largely due to radial seal
deflections necessary to support the static
pressure differential across the seal. The
seal and balance assembly were calibrated
under simulated operating conditions of load

and seal differential pressures. This
procedure  yields the thrust vector
(magnitude, angle and location), thrust

coefficient, fan and core effective throat
areas, fan and core mass flow rates, and
overall nozzle discharge coefficient.
Standard ASME long-radius flow nozzles
were tested before and after each test
program to demonstrate facility accuracy in
determining the discharge coefficient and
the thrust coefficient of test nozzles. The
test results were compared with predicted
(target) values which are based on semi-
empirical equations and were found to be
very accurate in general.

Test Matrices

The purpose of these tests was to compare
the aerodynamic performance of the mixers
at cruise and take-off conditions. Since the
facility had a limit on the maximum
allowable temperature in the core flow of
860°, the desired “cruise” total temperature
ratio of 2.79 could not be achieved, but a
maximum of 2.50 was used instead. Also,
in order to assist the evaluation of thrust
mixing efficiency, which effectively
captures the effect of temperature on thrust,
additional “cold” tests were performed
where the core flow was kept at the same
temperature as the fan-flow. Aerodynamic
tests were done only on selective mixers in
1997 after results from the acoustic tests
were known. Tables 3.3 and 3.4 give the
nominal test matrices for which data was
obtained in the 1995 and 1997 tests
respectively for the various mixer

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1
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configurations with baseline nozzle-length
and no free-jet. '
3.3  Plume Surveys

Limited jet plume aerodynamic surveys were
carried out in 1995 and 1996 in the NASA
APL/NATR facility following the acoustic

tests, with the data used to correlate noise
with flow properties.

A unique multi-sensor rake assembly, shown
schematically in Figure 3.9, was used to
measure total pressure (P;), static pressure
(Py), and total temperature (T;). The rake
assembly was mounted in a frame which
allowed horizontal traversing of the plume
in the axial and the transverse directions.
This assembly was positioned at a series of
axial locations downstream of the nozzle
plane, providing a cross sectional survey of
the aerodynamic properties in the plume at
each location.

The axial distance X (downstream of the
nozzle exit plane), for which good data
could be taken varied from 0.2D to 10D (D
= nozzle exit diameter) . A “full” axial
survey consisted of X/D = 0.2, 0.5, 1.0, 3.0,
5.0, 7.5 and 10. At each X/D location a
lateral sweep of the rectangular array across
the plume was made in % in. steps in the Y
direction (see Figure 3.9 for definition of X,
Y, Z). The data was acquired in an over-
lapping manner such that a corresponding
measured P; T; and P, value was obtained for
each data point location in the transverse XY
measurement plane. A “full” transverse
survey typically swept from Y = -4.75 in. to
Y = +4.75 in., whereas a “center” transverse
survey, done to conserve testing time,
typically varied from Y = -0.75 in. to Y =
+0.75 in.. The extent of the vertical, “Z”,
sweep was constant from Z =-5.0in. to Z =
+5.0 in. with V4 in. spacing between adjacent



Table 3.3 1995 Nominal Aerodynamic Test Matrix

Mixer NPR; NPR, TTR
CONF 1.44 1.40 1.0/2.34
1.80 1.76 1.0/2.50
2.38 230 1.0/2.50
12CL 1.44 1.40 1.0/2.34
2.38 2.30 1.0/2.50
16UH 1.44 1.40 1.0/2.34
2.38 230 1.0/2.50

Table 3.4 1997 Nominal Aerodynamic Test Matrix

Mixer NPR; NPR, TTR
12CL 1.44 1.39 2.34
1.62 1.54 2.50
1.82 1.74 2.50
240 232 2.50
12UH 1.44 1.39 1.0/2.50
1.62 1.54 1.0/2.50
2.40 232 1.0/2.50
12TH 1.44 1.39 2.34
1.62 1.54 2.50
20UH 1.44 1.39 2.50
1.62 1.54 2.50
2.40 2.32 1.0/2.50
20DH 1.44 1.39 2.50
1.62 1.54 2.50
2.40 2.32 1.0/2.50
NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL1 69
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Figure 3.9 NASA plume traversing rake sketch and axis definition.



probes. The total and static pressures and
the total temperature at a given point were
used to calculate the local plume velocity by
using the isentropic relations. This data
could then be used to examine the
distribution of the various aerodynamic
quantities within a slice of the plume or
track the axial evolution of a parameter at
various locations relative to the centerline.
Table 3.5 shows the test matrix for which
plume survey data was obtained. The test
sequence employed four of the available
mixers, the baseline length nozzle, fan
pressure ratios of 1.44 and 1.6, and free-jet
Mach number of 0.2. A few selected
additional points were also considered as
time permitted.

During the 1995 aerodynamic performance
tests at FluiDyne Laboratories, exit rake
surveys for total pressure (P;) obtained at the
mixing plane and T, at the nozzle exit plane
were obtained using a rotating (gear-driven)
survey rake assembly (see Figure A.2).
Figure 3.10 and 3.11 show the details of the
15 probe P-rake and Ti-rake respectively.
Typically, data was taken radially at angles
ranging from 0° to 25° in increments of 2.5°
after the blow-down facility had stabilized
for each angle. This test employed the four
original mixer configurations (CONF, 12CL,
12UH, 16UH) and the baseline length
nozzle.

The test-matrix covered the reference point
of NPR¢ = 1.44, NPR¢ = 1.39, TTR = 2.35
and the “hot” cruise point of NPRf = 2.4,
NPR, = 232, TTR = 250. These
correspond to the operating points for which
full plume data was also obtained (see Table
3.5).
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Mixer Nozzle- Operating Condition*

Length Mg=0 Mg =0.1 Mg=0.2
Change B C D BF** F G
CONF 0% 0]
12CL 0%, -50% o X X
12UH 0% 0
12TH 0% X X X X X
16UH 0% O
20UH 0% x)
20MH 0%
20DH 0% X X

* See Table 3.1 for definition of operating condition codes B, C, etc.
** BF is same NPR, TTR as B or F but with M = 0.1
0 =1995, X = 1997, (X) = Partial Survey

Table 3.5 NASA Plume Survey Test Matrix

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1 72



oyes *g oqoad ¢1 s sukangd 01°¢ ISy

| o oyl Vel

i -4 - area
e S "
Y g0r-SS0t _momw.c_.n.ﬁ W/ 335 T e
ey T
e vews - - ow
- o - e N
o _— | = b
we | ww - oo hl H = -
b - e vid (ST
ST gy [=l= =l SZme | o ez e
- v
IS 15 07 05" X 00 1 |JAIS 1S INGAISNFGY - i
15 15 1WA 6v0° X VIO 629’ | 3A331S NOISNILG - 2
Teni s 15 0,098 Hi91 X Y10 690" YLSNT - [ r—r
S - L
I ] i 606 ¥ [II'N 3
—= (Y 668" y
Pmm—.A..EJm g2’ 208°Y CITH
(1130 185"
. tac. v 2or”
dAl 9 et
138 ° [ H ot
SONI H10G OHL 8 JH<._.mmwm I 120° 502
T4 1SYT3 HIINVKD 5P oL TN o
Brs" 769°% 02
L v Iviac BEE" s 02
o U 338 NN v5EY 02
e [N V0§ v02
052 TRE GES N €02
. _ : Y2~4Nn 25-,3 [ teE ogv° 202
186" 921" 102
. TR
oo'r TR T o y o YL
MR 26/
_ :
B .
2 i Vallniniiniinguinliatnlipdinitioiihaiuliniuiniefiolelniylpds
= = o X0 W3l
l_ IH ®In Y38
521 fe-
1234 Ie8't d
L1E°25
. B 3000 - e B - B N _ IH

73

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1



P - =
T~ - |

L] o &
Y sor-sger _ |20BY0|G W35 e
== S s e : .
e o e B [ oe1’], 9qoid g1 s,PuAQINd [1°¢ AINSLg
SR TRy =eem o =Ess | sm

1S 1S 01 06° X 00 ¥ [3AFINS ANSWISANOY -
TS 15 TIVA 670" X YIO 528" | 3A331S NOISNIIX3 -
0,030 HI9 X X 3dAl] 3 dN0IOWM3IY S-v68-0£09

|
-

74

dAL
EvE &€ [}
i &% riz |
19 o E 3
€97 &8 3
05z 916" [ e |
10" & of.
CIN 8 602
2er Y | W 002
629V | 12 162
ov8 1 | 902 502
680" R 502
BSE T ¥02
il -l €02
stz w8 0 [
006 &6 0 102
{33t) 006" x G, Ul onavl

SNOIIYXT dvVl Sd

®

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1



Chapter 4

Aerodynamic Results and Analysis

In this chapter, we present the aerodynamic
performance data and plume survey results
for some of the mixer-nozzle configurations
tested. Aerodynamic performance is
presented in terms of mass-flow rates,
bypass ratio, nozzle-discharge coefficients,
and the thrust coefficient at various
operating conditions. The plume survey
data is presented in terms of total
temperature and local velocity distribution
across transverse cross-sections of the jet
from the nozzle exit plane to ten diameters
downstream and also along the center-line of
the jet. The plume surveys help bridge the
gap later between the plume flow physics
and the acoustic properties of the jet. The
aerodynamic performance data, on the other
hand, provides the metric for thrust
efficiency, both at take-off and cruise, to
compare against the mnoise suppression
ability of the mixers.

4.1 Aerodynamic Performance

Table 4.1 summarizes the aerodynamic
performance data collected for the various
mixer-nozzle configurations from the static
thrust-stand tests at FluiDyne. We will first
define the various terms appearing in this
table and then discuss the results.

4.1.1 Definition of Various Terms

For a given operating condition, the data is
divided into three broad categories:

(i) Mass-Flow Rates: These are the actual
values, as obtained at test-day
conditions, for the fan passage (my),

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1 75

(i)

(iii)

core passage (m.), the total mass-flow
rate (Mg = My + m¢) and the bypass
ratio (BPR, defined as mg/m,).

Nozzle Discharge Coefficients: The
discharge coefficients for the fan and
the core nozzles (Cp), are defined as
the ratio of actual mass-flow rate to the
ideal isentropic mass-flow rate
discharging to the ambient test-cell
conditions for the given nozzle
pressure ratio (NPR). These
coefficients are given in terms of the
“effective  throat area” for the
individual nozzles, CpsAf and Cp:A.,
respectively. Individual  flow
discharge coefficients cannot be found
because the individual throat areas Ag
and A. are not known for all the
mixers, especially, mixers with
scalloped or cutout lobes (20MH,
20DH and 12CL) and the tongue mixer
(12TH). The ratio of these two terms
(CptAn)/(CpcAl), provides the
“effective area ratio” between the fan
and the core streams. In addition, an
“overall” nozzle discharge coefficient,
Cbnozze, defined as the ratio of [total
effective throat-area of fan and core-
nozzles] to [the nozzle-throat-area] or
(CpfAs + CpcAc) /Apozzle-throats 18 also
presented. The inspected cold nozzle
exit area, Ampogehroars Of 41.2233 in®
was used.

Thrust Related Terms: The measured
model-scale value of net static axial
component of thrust, Hy, is presented
first. This thrust component is defined
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as the axial exit momentum of the exhaust
flow, plus the excess of exit pressure over
ambient pressure times the projected nozzle
exit area. Next, the corresponding “full-
scale” value (with scale-factor of 4) of this
axial thrust component, normalized to a
reference ambient pressure of Prer = 14.7 psi,
and defined as Hy* = 16Hy(Piet/Pamp) 18
given. The effective mixed velocity, defined
as the ratio of measured axial thrust to
measure total mass-flow rate and given by
Vmix = Hy/ My, and sometimes used for
comparisons between mixer acoustic results,
is presented next. Finally we present the
thrust coefficient, Cy, defined as the ratio of
measured total thrust to the ideal separate
flow or unmixed thrust. The latter is defined
as the sum of ideal thrusts obtained from the
fan and core streams when each stream, with
the measured mass-flow rate, is ideally
expanded to the ambient pressure from the
given total pressure and temperature without
mixing with the other stream. In addition, to
understand how the thrust-coefficient
changes with core-to-fan temperature ratio
we also present a measure of percentage
thrust-mixing efficiency, eta, defined by

eta =100(Cyy, = Corpora ) Cr

Teold *

Here “hot” stands for hot core flow and
“cold” stands for cold core flow at the same
temperature as the fan stream. Recall that
there was a limit on the highest temperature
that the core-stream could achieve at
FluiDyne which prevented it from achieving
the core-to-fan associated with some of the
operating points. Hence, a knowledge of the
thrust-mixing efficiency allows us to
extrapolate, to the first order, the value of
the thrust-coefficient to higher core
temperatures than could be achieved in the
test facility.

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1 7

Some of the important terms used in Table
4.1 are also defined in the footnotes below it
for convenience. This table includes the
results of two tests done at FluiDyne. The
first, completed in 1995, included only the
original four mixers (CONF, 12CL, 12UH
and 16UH) marked with an asterisk in the
NPR; column. The second was completed in
1997 and used a mix of the original and the
new mixers. All results are for the baseline
or 100% nozzle-length, and under static
conditions (Mg = 0). Also note that the
“cruise” conditions differ slightly between
the 1995 and the 1997 tests.

4.1.2 Thrust Coefficients

Figure 4.1 shows a plot of the static thrust-
coefficient, Cy, as a function of NPRs for all
mixers tested at all operating conditions.
The margin of error in Cy,, from repeatability
tests, is around 0.15%. In general, we
observe that C, increases with nozzle
pressure ratio, as expected. A better
perspective is obtained for comparison
between different mixers and between “hot”
and “cold” results for a given mixer by
focusing individually on different operating
conditions. Figures 4.2(a) and (b) show Cy
in bar-chart form for the cruise condition
and the reference takeoff condition, TO #1
(see Table 3.1 for definition of TO
conditions).

We first note that at “hot cruise” (Figure
4.2(b)) all the lobed mixers produce a higher
thrust coefficient than the confluent mixer
(CONF), which has a C, = 1.0000. The
CONF-mixer also has the lowest thrust
mixing efficiency, as measured by eta in
Table 4.1. This increase in thrust coefficient
for lobed mixers at cruise is, of course, the
primary reason for using them rather than
the confluent mixer for internal exhaust
nozzles.
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At cruise, the 12-lobe mixer with cutouts
(12CL) shows one of the highest thrust-
coefficients, 1.0055, in the 1995 tests.
However, note from Table 4.1 that when this
same mixer was tested in 1997, its Cy
reduced to 1.0013. This apparent decrease
in Cy, which is above the margin of error, is
probably due to the “test-hardships” that
mixer 12CL went through during the two-
year period between the two FluiDyne tests.
Some nicks and dents on the thin walls of
12CL were, indeed, observed during the
1997 tests at FluiDyne.

The unscalloped, high-penetration 20-lobe
mixer (20UH) has the next highest cruise
thrust coefficient of 1.0048 which is
significantly higher than its deeply scalloped
counterpart (20DH) which has C, = 1.0010.
This shows that deep scalloping implies
thrust and total pressure losses at cruise as
compared to unscalloped lobe walls and
should be kept in mind when comparing its
noise benefits, if any, at take-off. Both the
20-lobe mixers (20UH, 20DH) have fairly
high thrust-mixing efficiencies as measured

by eta (last column in Table 4.1). This
means the increase in their thrust
coefficients with an increase in core
temperature, say, to the actual core

temperature demanded at cruise conditions,
will also be higher than other mixers with
lower eta values.

The 12-lobe unscalloped, high-penetration
mixer (12UH) produces a cruise Cy of
1.0042, which is comparable to 20UH. It
also has the highest thrust-mixing efficiency,
eta, which is comparable to that of 20DH.

The cruise thrust coefficient of the
remaining unscalloped mixer with 16 lobes,
16UH, is 1.0043 and is comparable to
12UH, but it has a much lower eta value.
Recall that 16UH has a very different
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(larger) fan-to-core area ratio than the rest of
the lobed mixers (see Tables 2.1 and 2.2), so
that its mass-flow rates would be very
different leading to a different (larger)
bypass ratio, actual thrusts etc, even though
it is operating at the same pressure and
temperature ratio as the other mixers. Thus,
when comparisons are made later for noise
characteristics at constant thrust, we need to
consider not only the thrust-coefficient of
the mixer-nozzle configuration but also its
different mass-flow rate characteristics.

Most of the observations made above for
cruise conditions also hold good at lower
pressure ratios, like TO #1, shown in Figure
4.2(a), with a few exceptions. At this
condition, the confluent mixer (CONF) has
one of the highest C,; = 0.9951, but still the
lowest thrust mixing efficiency. The tongue
mixer (12TH) has the lowest C, = 0.9818
implying larger total pressure losses due to
the strong mixing produced by its
streamwise vortices found earlier in the CFD
simulations (see Figure 2.25). However,
like 16UH, the tongue mixer (12TH) also
has a very different projected fan-to-core
area ratio (see Table 2.2), much lower than
the other mixers. This would lead to
different mass-flow rates (lower bypass
ratio) and different thrust at the same
operating conditions. Comparing the lobed
mixers tested at TO #1, the relative values
of C, remain similar to those at cruise:
12CL has the highest C,;,, 20UH has the next
highest, 20DH is lower than 20UH, and so
on. However, it should be noted that at TO
#1, a slight difference in the total
temperature ratio exists between the tests
done in 1995 and those done in 1997. For
configurations CONF, 12CL, 16UH, the
1995 tests set Ty /Ty at 2.34. For
configurations 12UH, 12TH, 20UH and
20DH, the 1995 tests were conducted at
T/Ti = 2.51. Also note that the reduction



in C,; for mixer 12CL observed at cruise was
also observed at the lower NPR when
comparing the 1997 and 1995 results (Cy; =
0.9932 in 1997 as compared to C; = 0.9952
in 1995).

In summary, among the lobed mixers, 12CL
consistently has the highest static thrust
coefficient, with 20UH a close second. The
unscalloped lobe mixers with high
penetration (12UH, 16UH) have comparable
performance at cruise with reference to
20UH. The deep scalloping present in
20DH  introduces  significant  thrust
coefficient losses at both the cruise and
takeoff conditions. = The tongue mixer
(12TH) suffers the strongest losses at
pressure ratios typical at take-off.

4.1.3 Nozzle Discharge Coefficients

Figures 4.3(a) and (b) show that the static
nozzle discharge coefficients, Cppozze, fOr
the various mixers at TO #1 and cruise
conditions respectively.  The discharge
coefficient at “hot” conditions is lower than
“cold” conditions, as usual, for all the
mixers.

With no metal blockage, the confluent mixer
(CONF) predictably shows the highest
discharge coefficient. Mixer 12CL which
has the fewest number of lobes and lowest
penetration with cutout lobes, shows the
next highest discharge coefficient, as might
be expected from a metal blockage point of
view. Mixer 20UH, which has the highest
number of lobes, shows the lowest value of
discharge coefficient of all the unscalloped
configurations. However, mixer 16UH, with
large fan-to-core area ratio, shows the
highest value. Deep scalloping (20DH)
affects the discharge coefficient adversely
both at cruise and TO The tongue mixer
(12TH), with the lowest fan-to-core area
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ratio, also has one of the lowest discharge
coefficient for both TO #1 and TO #2 (see
Table 4.1).

An examination of the effective area ratios
for the different mixers (see Table 4.1) also
reveals a correspondence with their
geometric area ratios (see Tables 2.1, 2.2).
For example, all mixers with similar
geometric area ratios (12CL, 12UH, 20UH)
also show similar “effective area ratios”.
The effective area ratio does not change
much with nozzle pressure ratio.

On the other hand, deep scalloping (20DH)
definitely increases the effective area ratio.
This is in spite of the fact that the individual
fan and core flow areas, as axially projected
on a transverse plane at the mixer-exit, are
the same as its unscalloped counterpart,
20UH. A closer examination of the
individual effective areas for 20DH and
20UH shows that the increase in effective
area ratio is due to a larger decrease in
effective core flow area compared to the
smaller increase in effective fan flow area.
For example, at cruise, with deep-scalloping,
the effective core flow area is reduce by
11.6%, whereas, the effective fan-flow area
increases by only 3.5%. Recall that although
the static pressure at the scalloped edge of a
lobe must be balanced between the fan and
the core flows, the ratio of their total
pressures, Pigan/Picore is greater than 1 (about
1.036). The fan stream, with higher total
pressure head, appears to “pinch” or narrow
down the flow area available for the core
stream, as is also seen in the CFD-
simulations of the total temperature contours
in Figure 2.21(a). Although the absolute
changes in the effective areas of the core and
fan streams due to scalloping are of the same
order of magnitude, for a high bypass ratio
mixer-nozzle such as these, the change in



@ Cold
N Hot

\\\\

M I T I HHHHHTIHinH
I T HTTITRII(Y

AMHHHHIHIHIHHHIHIHTIIHHEIE RN

I I R

VTN

\\\\ \\\\\\\\ \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\W

Static Nozzle Discharge Coefficient
Cruise, 100% Nozzle Length

0.9850

T S T FESSU R T
T T T T

0.9750
0.9650 l
0.9550
0.9450
0.9350

aIZZONCIO

HQo0Z

HNoZC

HN9l

HLZl

HNZlL

1021

4ANOD

A Cold
W Hot

I Y

A R TR

MMM

T HIITTIIMINNY

M HITHIITIIY \\\\\\\\\\\\ \‘1\\\\\\\\\

Static Nozzle Discharge Coefficient
T.O. # 1, 100% Nozzie Length

0.9850

x PR .
T T T T

0.9750
0.9650
0.9550
0.9450
0.9350 -

aIZZONCIQ

Haoz

HNOZ

HNol

HiZl

HNZl

1021

dNOD

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1

82

Figure 4.3 Static nozzle discharge coefficient with 100% nozzle-length at (a) T.O. # 1 and (b) Cruise.



core area on a percentage basis is larger than
that in fan area.

4.1.4 Bypass Ratios

Static Case

Figure 4.4 shows the measured bypass ratio
(BPR) for all mixers tested at FluiDyne
under all operating conditions. For all
mixers, the change in BPR due to operating
condition is not large. However, for the
lobed mixers bypass ratio does peak at an
intermediate nozzle pressure ratio and then
decrease to a minimum at the cruise
condition. Comparing the various lobed
mixers, configurations 12UH and 20UH,
which have the same fan-to-core area ratio,
have comparable BPR’s at all pressure
ratios. Mixer 12CL, which has cutouts in
the lobes but the same fan-to-core area ratio
as 12UH, has a slightly higher BPR than
12UH. By comparison, mixer 16UH, with
the highest fan-to-core area ratio, has the
highest BPR. Similarly, mixer 12TH, with
the smallest fan-to-core area ratio, has the
smallest BPR. Deep scalloping (20DH)
increases the BPR compared to 20UH at all
operating conditions, as expected from
previous discussions.

All the tests at FluiDyne were performed
under static conditions, that is with a free-jet
Mach number of 0.0 and with the baseline
(100%1L.) nozzle-length. Hence, the effect of
Mj or nozzle-length on the aerodynamic
performance  parameters  cannot  be
determined from the FluiDyne test data.

However, the acoustic tests done at NASA’s
APL did vary Mg and nozzle-length, but
were restricted to the measurement of the
mass-flow rate and not the thrust or the
discharge coefficients. Since both My and
nozzle-length turn out to have significant
effects on the noise characteristics of mixers,
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a brief look at least at their bypass ratios is
useful.

Effect of Free-Jet Mach No.

Figure 4.5 shows the effect of free-jet Mach
number, My, on BPR at performance
condition TO #3 for mixers with 100%
nozzle-length using data obtained during
acoustic tests done at NASA. The overall
trends in terms of bypass ratio at static
conditions, amongst the different mixers is
the same as found in the FluiDyne tests
(Figure 4.4) That is, the static BPR’s of
12UH, 20UH are comparable to each other
while 12CL is slightly higher than both. As
before, 16UH has the highest BPR while
12TH has the lowest. The addition of
scalloping increases the BPR, with the
additional information from the 20MH
mixer that BPR is in some sense also
proportional to the scalloped area.
(Compare BPR’s of 20UH, 20MH and
20DH.) However, the absolute values of
BPR are slightly different between the
NASA and FluiDyne tests at the same
operating conditions, and with the NASA
tests consistently showing a slightly larger
BPR value than the corresponding FluiDyne
data. The difference is most likely
attributable to the differences in the
measuring  instruments and the data
processing methods at the two facilities.
Since we are interested in studying the effect
of My on BPR from tests done at one
facility, the difference in BPR-values are of
primary importance rather than their
absolute values. From Figure 4.5 we can see
that the effect of changing My from 0.0 to
0.3 on the bypass ratio is generally not
much. Two exceptions are noted: a
significant increase in bypass ratio 1is
observed in the confluent configuration as
the free jet Mach number increases,
however, mixer 12CL experiences a
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Figure 4.5 Flight-effect on bypass ratio at 100% nozzle-length.

Figure 4 4 Eftect of operating condition on static bypass ratio

with 100% nozzle-length.



reduction in bypass ratio between free jet
Mach numbers of 0.2 and 0.3.

Effect of Nozzle Length

Figures 4.6(a) and (b) show the effect of
decreasing nozzle length (100%L to 50%L)
on BPR for the mixers at Mg = 0.2 and
performance conditions TO #1 and #3,
respectively. Three of the lobed mixers
(12TH, 20UH and 20DH) also had data
taken with the 75%L nozzle. In general, it is
observed that bypass ratio decreases with
decreasing nozzle length, for both
performance conditions.  This trend is
monotonic over the range of nozzle lengths
tested.

In order to understand the reasons for this
monotonic decrease in BPR with decreasing
nozzle length, the changes in the individual
fan and core flow-rates and total flow rates
need to be scrutinized. These comparisons
will be made at standard day conditions to
remove the effects of changes in ambient
conditions through the use of “corrected”
flow rates. The corrected mass flow rates
are defined, as in the turbomachinery
literature:

_ Mmeasured T, / Tref

m =
corr [,t / P:;f

where
Tpyr =SI8T°R

Pl =147 psi.

Figure 4.7 first shows the bypass ratio
defined in terms of individual corrected
flow. The previously observed trend does
not change when corrected flow is used to
determine bypass ratio: the corrected bypass
ratio also decreases as the nozzle-length is
decreased for all mixers. Figure 4.8 shows
the individual corrected mass-flow rates for
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fan and core streams in a comparative bar-
chart form for several mixers. A general
trend for all the mixers is that the fan flow
rate__decreases when the nozzle-length
decreases and, with the exception of 12UH,
the core flow rate increases simultaneously
S0 _as to_approximately maintain the same
total flow rate.

We will attempt to list the possible
ingredients of the mechanism to explain the
above mass-flow rate data, however, the
complete aerodynamic mechanism is not
fully understood at this point. Recall that the
reduction in mixing length was achieved by
preserving both the nozzle throat area (or the
nozzle exit diameter) and the mixing plane
diameter. This reduction in mixing-length
has the effect of “squeezing” the nozzle duct
flow in a shorter axial distance and
“releasing” it to ambient pressure at the

" nozzle lip “earlier” than a longer nozzle.

This reduction in mixing-length would
imply less mixed flow at the nozzle exit
plane. “Squeezing and early releasing”
would imply faster axial expansion rate and
higher acceleration of the subsonic mixed
flow inside the shorter nozzle than that in
the longer nozzle. For the shorter nozzle, the
aft half of the flow outside the nozzle
dominated by axial vorticity, is now in an
“unbounded’ region rather than in the
“bounded” duct environment. All of these
processes downstream of the nozzle must
affect the axial evolution of fan/core flow
mixing upstream at the mixer exit plane.
However, both the subsonic streams must
have the same static pressure at the trailing
edge of the mixer (Kutta condition). This
common static pressure can be different for
the two nozzles and can change the effective
throat areas for the fan flow and the core
flow while keeping the sum of their areas
the same due to the same duct cross-
sectional area near the mixer exit plane. This
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Mg =0.2 for (a) T.O. # 1 and (b) T.O. #3.
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Figure 4.6 Effect of nozzle-length on bypass rat



Effect of Nozzle Length on Corrected Bypass
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Figure 4.7 Effect of nozzle length on
corrected bypass ratio

can explain the simultaneous rise in one
mass-flow rate (core flow) and decrease in
the other (fan flow) with the total mass-flow
rate remaining the same. Also based on one
dimensional ideal-mixing arguments, which
is independent of the mixing length, the total
flow rate of two streams should not change
with nozzle length when their pressure ratios
and temperature ratio are not changed. This
is partly what is observed in Figure 4.8,
except for the 12UH mixer. However the
internal mixing is by no means ideal and
both streams suffer different total pressure
losses when the nozzle-length is decreased.

A possible mechanism for the decrease of
fan mass flow rate when the nozzle length is
decreased is that the axial vortices (which
migrate radially outward inside the nozzle as
seen in the CFD simulation in Figures 2.21,
2.22 or 224, 2.25) close to the aft
convergent part of the nozzle partly block
the fan flow near the duct wall. How far
radially these axial vortices move depends

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1 87

on the lobe penetration and their radial
convection velocity. As a result, the higher
the penetration the more the fan blockage
due to these axial vortices. This is partly
borne out in the observed differences in fan
flow changes between 12CL and 12UH or
20UH. In all mixers, it turns out that all
these mechanisms collude to decrease the
fan flow rate when the nozzle-length is
decreased. It appears then, that to maintain
approximately the same total mass flow rate,
as demanded form the 1-d ideal mixing
analysis, the core flow rate must increase.

Further deeper investigation is needed to
fully understand this aerodynamic effect of
shortening the nozzle length.

4.2 Typical Plume Survey Results

In this section, typical plume survey results
are presented as obtained in static tests at
FluiDyne and in tests done at the NASA
APL with a free jet flow. Several of these
plume surveys are collated in Volume 2 as
plots of total temperature or local velocity
distribution, and Table 4.2 gives overall
guidance to those figures for each mixer
tested. The purpose of this section is to
selectively discuss some of these plume
survey plots so that a better understanding
can be obtained regarding the plume flow
physics and its connection to the far field
noise which is presented in the next chapter.

42.1  Nozzle Exit Plane Survey

Figure 4.9(a) shows the total temperature
contours for a section at the nozzle exit
plane for the four original mixers (CONF,
12CL, 12UH 16UH) with the baseline
nozzle-length (100%L), at performance
condition TO #1 and My = 0 (static case).
Figure 4.9(b) shows the radial temperature
profiles for the same case and compares



12CL

12UH

: 14.000 5 14000
B
t @ 13.000 ¥ I; @ 13.000 ¥
w £ n E
g 8 12,000 1 3.269 3319 OCore S 2120004 3416 OCore
%%11.000— B Fan 3 % 11.000 4 B Fan
[*}
£ 40000 £ 2 % 40000 ¢
8 10.124 10.067 S 9.971
9.000 ; 9.000
100% 50% 100% 50%
Nozzle Length Nozzle Length
12TH 16UH
14.000 14.000
: :
E @ 13.000 £ E « 13000 ¢ _
@ v E
g % 12.000 3.430 3.675 O Core g ﬁ_ 12.000 ¢ O Core
T ¢ 11,000 { BFan E g 11.000 § B Fan
[%]
E"‘m.ooo— %“‘10.000—
©
9.837 7
O 9000 o713 © 9000
100% 50% 100% 50%
Nozzie Length Nozzle Length
20UH 20DH
. 14.000 5 14.000
S 13000 f 2 13000
4 o 5 2
% E 12000 4 2 E 12000 §
£2 % ] 3275 3.426 O Core £2 OCore
T ¢ 11.000 § BFan 2 £ 11.000 ¢ B Fan
[
o©
E" 10.000 § 10.000 £
3 10.051 9.857 8
8.000 9.000
100% 50%
Nozzle Length Nozzle Length

Figure 4.8 Effect of nozzle-length on “corrected” mass-flow rates at Mg = 0.2 and T.O. # 3.

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1

88




8SIOABL] BUIT-IBIURYD = “T'D 4e

[BUOISUSLLIP-UON = ,

skanins ainjeledwa) g0 Buipuodseico aL se suoNIpucd aules ay) Joj aueld Jxa Jaxiu ey} 3e $10jd Asains ainssaud [g)0} BABY Os[E IS8} aukQin|4
Z 'IoA ‘2 Hed ui ‘sou ainbi4 = saoualayal pjog

‘auejd yxe-8jzzou je ale shanins ainelsadwa] |y :skaains aukQinid 6661 = Q4

‘Z "IOA ‘| Wed ui ‘sou einbi4 = seoualeey Wb ‘pauonuaLL ssajuUn Z°0 40 (W) "ou yoe 1al-sa1y o} ele siequunu ainbly keains awn|d 4 -SOJON
] ze
b 1c (e¥epn1er) 09
£ 0L b 0g 82 oz |+2) ¥ ol
Z9 69 89 /9 99'%9 (T 62 S LT LI (19 €9 I 6L 6 Haoz
K7 %52
19 } HNOZ
(Lo=wlis
(Lo=W)sy  (Lo=Wi¥r (LOo=W)sp (L0=W)Zp {1:0=W)1¥
o=W)ad HNoL
«£T'Pl *Z} (0=W) ¢
G9 19 1 81 HiZl
(to=wlor (L'o=Wlec (L0=W)ge (L'o=wW)is
(L'o=W)sv (1-0=W)oi
o=W)a4 HNZL
w43 1%0S
L (19 ! 1021
6e
8e
i3 (1-o=w)sy -1
Wb 9 SE ¥E EE W) (1o=wlse (1o=wive (1o=W)ce (1'o=W)ze €l
B4 174 SL |19 (Lo=w)s |1 0z i 1%00%
o=W)ad 1021
(L'0=W)6Z
(i-o=Wie (1'0=W)82 (1o=W)Lz
(Lro=w)st  (L°0=W)og (L'o=W) 8
L{0=W)a4 4INQD
w12 0l< L §0 20 w10 0l< L §0 20 |w'1D 0'i< b 50 0 10 w1d 0k< Z'0=a/x
ainjesadwa; ej0 Ajjoopa Junjesadway jejoy A1901A | ¥AXIN
Z#°0'L L#'0'L

SIS aukqm g pue (7 ‘1 syaed) 7 ‘joA W payojd se vje([ LoAING dUIN|J 03 PO 7'y dAqEL

89

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1



65
86
S
¥ 8L 95 SS ¥S
S L 92 iz Haoz
HNOZ
«(0=W)ad HNsL
*b
Sl ¥ £ H1Z}
HNZL
L0=W)ad
€s
zs
«0Z 1S 1%0S
SL 9 4 LT 05 6v =1 2N S bn Eo Y4
oF
Sy
44
154 4 ¥ oF
61 (8} =z ol 171%001
L0=W)ad|sst § 1 8°C €2 V11921
~(0=W)q4 4NOD
WXIDZZON [+ 1D §'0 20 {w1D Ol< |} $0 70
aimerodwa) |ejoi; aumesadwaj jejol K120PA HIXIN
asinp S#°01

53531, duA(qmId pue (T ‘T spred) 7 oA ut payjord s epe( £2aing swmig 03 apms) (PANUHU0D) T'p AYqBL

90

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1



A4

Confluent 12 lobe with 12 lobe unscalloped 16 lobe unscalloped
(CONF) cutouts (12CL) (12UH) (16UH)

0.00 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 > 0.50

Figure 4.9(a) Total temperature contours at the nozzle-exit plane (FluiDyne).
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Figure 4.9(b) Total temperature radial profiles at different azimuthal angles
and ideally mixed total temperature (horizontal line).
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them to the ideally mixed temperatures
found from the known mass flow rates and
the enthalpy conservation equation for each
mixer. The total temperature is shown in a
non-dimensional ~ form  defined by

*
T, _—.(Tt—than)/(thore—Y}fan) so that

* . .
T, =1 implies core temperature and

Tt* = () corresponds to the fan temperature.

We make the following observations:

(i) The confluent mixer (CONF) shows
hardly any mixing between the core
and the fan flow, as expected. Viscous
mixing is the dominant mechanism
available in this configuration and it is
obviously not effective in the available
mixing-length. The Kelvin-Helmholtz
instability which occurs in vortex
sheets or thin shear-layers and which
increases the interface area between
the two streams, is apparently not a
strong mixing mechanism for the
confluent mixer which has a fairly high
fan-to-core velocity ratio (V¢/V¢=0.7).

(i) The forced lobe mixers, on the other
hand, produce much better mixing than
the confluent, as can be seen from the
smaller deviation of the local
temperature from the ideally mixed
temperature (Figure 4.9(b)). One can
also qualitatively say from these
figures that 16UH is much better
mixed than 12UH, which in tum is
better mixed than 12CL. The
mechanism for enhanced mixing in
forced lobe mixers is by now well
known: It is largely attributable to the
streamwise or axial vorticity generated
by the difference in radial velocity
components of the core and the fan
flows near each lobe sidewall. This
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(ii1)

(iv)

axial vorticity generated downstream
of the lobe sidewalls rotates the two
flows around each other in tight
spirals, increasing the interface area,
and producing better mixing though
the “engulfment’ process. The relative
strength of the vortices generated and
their convection in the radial direction
depends on the lobe geometry as given
by parameters such as the angle
between the two flows at the mixer
exit plane, lobe penetration, and
number of lobes.

The effect of lobe penetration on the
radial location of these vortices at the
nozzle exit plane is clearly captured in
these figures by the location of “hot
spots”. The local peaks in temperature
are created by the partially mixed hot
core stream and are typically found in
the central core region of an axial
vortex as seen in the previous CFD-
simulations (see Figures 2.21, 2.22 or
2.24, 2.25). Thus, we observe that
12CL, with low lobe penetration, has
its hot spots and, hence, axial vortices
closer to the central axis than 12UH
and 16UH mixers which have higher
lobe penetration. Since the nozzle exit
radius is also smaller than the radial
height of the lobe crests in 12UH or
16UH, it appears that these axial
vortices may even be interacting with
the nozzle duct wall at the very aft end.
This data also gives some credence to
the fan-flow blockage mechanism
discussed earlier in Section 4.1.4 for
the shorter nozzle.

Figure 4.9(b) shows that, even in the
lobed mixers, the region near the
central axis is not well mixed.
However, the mixing improves as we
go from 12CL to 12UH to 16UH.



Mixing in the central region is believed
to be controlled by the gap at the mixer
exit plane between the lowest part of
the lobe and the tail-cone surface, as
well as how closely the fan flow exit
angle matches with the tail-cone angle.
An improvement in mixing can be
obtained in this region by decreasing
the gap as much as practical and
aligning the fan parallel to the tail-cone
surface at the mixer exit plane. Further
confirmation of the relative mixing
efficiencies between these four mixers
is also obtained from Figures 8 through
11 in Volume 2, pt. 2 where the free-
jet Mach number is set to Mg = 0.1 for
the same TO #1 operating condition.
These plots tend to imply that higher
lobe number and higher penetration are
conducive to faster mixing. Both these
geometrical features increase the
interface area between the fan and the
core streams and enhances mixing.
However, we should also bear in mind
that 16UH has a larger fan-to-core area
ratio than the other mixers, and 12CL
has cutouts, so that there may be
secondary compound effects when
compared with 12UH.

4272 The Tongue Mixer and Mixer with
Cutout Lobes

The effect of the tongue mixer (12TH) on
total temperature mixing near the nozzle exit
plane (X/D = 0.2 where X = axial distance
from nozzle exit plane and D = nozzle exit
diameter) is shown in Figure 4.10(a) where
it is also compared with 12CL (Figure
4.10(b)) at the higher NPR of TO #3 and M
= 0.2. The total temperature 1S given in
degrees Fahrenheit. Here again we observe
that the hot-spots for the tongue mixer,
which has high penetration, have migrated to
the outermost extremities of the nozzle
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circumference and even beyond, since at
X/D = 0.2 the hot spots can penetrate the
nozzle-lip shear layer. For the tongue mixer
the central region remains unmixed as in the
previous mixers and, at this higher
temperature ratio condition, the “stems” of
the mushroom-type axial vortices are still
visible, denoting less azimuthal mixing
there. However the temperature of the
peripheral hot-spots in the tongue-mixer are
less than half of that in the 12CL mixer
(compare Figures 4.10(a) and 4.10(b)). This
means that the tongue-mixer has much more
vigorous mixing and dissipation than 12CL.

We can also compare this data with the
CFD-simulation of the tongue-mixer at a
lower nozzle pressure and temperature ratio
in Figure 2.24(b) at the nozzle-exit (“X”/L =
1.0 where “X” is from the mixer exit plane
and L is the mixing length).  Some
similarities and some dissimilarities are
observed.  For example, the size and
location of the outer hot-spot and its “stem”
are well-captured -- the hot-spot is expected
to radially migrate further when it reaches
X/D = 0.2, as in Figure 4.10(a). However,
the central hot-spot is not captured in the
CFD-simulation, where, instead, CFD-
results show a thin hot annular ring and a
cold spot at the center. This is probably due
to the problems in CFD simulation near the
central axis of the cylindrical domain of
computation.

Figure 4.10(b) for mixer 12CL can also be
compared to the static case for 12CL at
lower pressure ratios (Figure 4.9(a)). This
comparison shows that, even at higher
nozzle pressure and temperature ratios the
radial location of the axial vortices has not
changed much, implying that the vortex
position is strongly dictated by the lobe
penetration at all operating conditions. In
addition, the central hot-spot has not
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Figure 4.10(a) Total temperature contours for the tongue mixer with 100% nozzle-length at X/D = 0.2.
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Figure 4.10(b) Total temperature contours for 12CL mixer with 100% nozzle-length at X/D =0.2.
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diffused at all at this axial station. Note that
in both mixers (12CL and 12TH), since a
“core” lobe is at the 12 o’clock position and
there are 12 hot-spots in Figure 4.10, the
axial vortices from the neighboring lobe
sidewalls of a “core” lobe, although of
opposite signs, coalesce first rather than
those from a “fan” lobe. It is only further
downstream that all these 12 hot-spots
merge azimuthally to form an annular ring
of higher temperature implying that the jets
will quickly become axisymmetric. This
axisymmetry will be more evident in the
next section. The radial temperature
gradients, however, are also unsteady
entropy regions and, thus, generators of
extra noise beyond that created by radial
gradients in velocity. It should also be noted
that although a free jet flow is present (Mg =
0.2) the overall hot-spot structure has not
changed much from the static case (Figure
4.9(a)), presumably because with low lobe
penetration the axial vortices are still away
from the growing nozzle-lip shear layer.

423 Plume Downstream Evolution

The downstream evolution of the plume
velocity profile for mixer 12CL at operating
condition TO #3 and Mg = 0.2 is shown in
Figure 4.11 at Y = 0.0 and several
downstream  stations. [Note that the
measurements are obtained on a rectangular
Cartesian grid with Y in the horizontal
direction in the transverse plane and Z in the
vertical direction in this plane. Hence, plots
for constant Y-values are along vertical
“chords” lines and not radial lines. Y = 0
with  variable Z  values represents
measurements along a vertical diameter
which passes through the top and bottom
“core” lobes.] The plume velocity is
calculated from the measured P;, P; and T;
values and the isentropic relations.
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Some general observations follow from
Figure 4.11:

(i) The initial complicated structure of the
velocity profiles at lower X/D-values
quickly gives way to a simpler plume
further downstream. Although not
shown here but evident from the
detailed profiles shown at various Y-
values in Vol. 2, part 1, figures 40 - 46,
the  plume quickly ~ becomes
axisymmetric further downstream.

(i1) The radial gradients in axial velocity

govern part of the turbulence intensity
and, hence, are strong sources of noise.
Thus, the plume will generate noise
not only from the radial gradient in
velocity at the nozzle-lip shear-layer
but also from these axial vortex
structures, hot-spots and the central
velocity peak. These are “excess”
noise sources, in the sense, that they
will not occur in a jet with an
equivalent uniform  velocity and
temperature profile at the nozzle-exit
plane.

(iii) The thickening of the lip shear-layer
downstream is evident from the
decreasing radial slope of the velocity
profiles near Z = + 3.625 in.

The center-line velocity decay will be
examined in a later section where it will be

compared with other mixers.

424 Effect of Scalloping

Figures 4.12(a) and (b) show the typical
effect of scalloping on the total temperature
profiles at X/D = 0.2 for the lower nozzle
pressure ratio condition of TO #1 with Mg =
0.2. The peripheral hot-spots in the
unscalloped mixer (20UH) diffuse out into
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two smaller humps for the deeply scalloped
mixer (20DH). Comparing the data of
Figure 4.12(b) with the CFD simulation for
the 20DH mixer configuration in Figure
2.21(b), it appears that the hot-spot of 20UH
at Z= + 3.0 in. has actually migrated radially
outward in the 20DH mixer and is reduced
in strength. At the same time, the second
inward hot-spot in 20DH at Z = +1.75 in.
with strength Eta = 0.2 is from the “stem” of
the mushroom vortex seen in Figure 2.21(b).
In any case, although scalloping appears to
weaken the outer hot-spots, the central hot-
spot is not affected. The central hot-spot, as
mentioned earlier, is primarily a function of
the gap between the lowest portion of the
lobes and the tailcone surface and which is
the same in 20UH and 20DH.

Figure 4.13 shows the velocity profile for
the deeply scalloped mixer (20DH) at the
axial location X/D = 0.2. The peripheral
velocity is very well-mixed as compared to
that of mixer 12CL (Figure 4.11(a)). The
unscalloped mixer (20UH), with larger
peripheral humps in the temperature, is not
expected to be as uniform as 20DH. The
central region in Figure 4.13, on the other
hand, still shows a small hump in the
velocity profile of 20DH which would,
indeed, act as an “excess’” noise source due
to shear.

4.2.5 Effect of Nozzle-Length

We compare the effect of halving the
mixing-length using data for the 12CL
mixer. Since reducing the nozzle-length
from 100%L to 50%L for 12CL also
surprisingly reduced noise (Section 5.6.2)
we will study the plume profiles for these
two nozzle lengths in more detail.

Figure 4.14 shows the total temperature
contours at X/D = 0.2 for the 12CL mixer
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with a 50% nozzle length at performance
condition TO #3 and My = 0.2. Compare
this with 100%L at same X/D = 0.2 (Figure
4.10(b)). It appears that 50%L is not as
well-mixed as 100%L. as expected. In the
50%L case, the “stems” of the mushroom
axial vortices are still visible, the hot-spots
on the periphery are still well separated
azimuthally, and the central hot-spot is
slightly larger.  Further downstream at
X/D=0.5 the same differences between
100%L and 50%L are still observed (see
Figures 5, 6 in Volume 2, part 2). Thus,
with a shorter mixing-length we can safely
conclude that the flow is not as well mixed
as with the longer mixing-length at the same
distance from the nozzle exit-plane.

Comparison of velocity profiles for the two
nozzle lengths at X/D = 0.2 for operating
condition TO #3 is shown in Figures 4.15 (a)
and (b). The local velocity peaks at the
periphery for the 50% nozzle-length appears
higher than for 100%L (compare Z = -2.25
in.) implying less mixing with the shorter
nozzle-length.

The above comparisons were done at the
same distance from the nozzle exit plane.
Since mixing between the fan and the core
streams begins at the mixer exit plane as
opposed to the nozzle-exit plane, it is more
instructive to compare the flow profiles
between the two nozzle lengths at same
distance from the mixer exit plane. This
will also bring out the effect of removing the
nozzle-duct in the aft portion of the mixing-
length and exposing the partially mixed flow
to the ambient pressure sooner. In both
nozzle-length cases, since data was taken
only at discrete axial locations (X/D-values
of 0.2, 0.5, 1.0, 3.0, 5.0, 7.5 and 10.0) and
L/D = 1.555 for the baseline nozzle, it turns
out that there is only one axial location
where data exists at approximately the same
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distance from the mixer-exit plane for the
100%1. and 50%L. configurations. An axial
location of X/D = 0.2 for the 100%L nozzle
corresponds approximately to X/D = 1.0 for
the 50%L nozzle. Figures 4.16 (a) and (b)
show a comparison of the velocities at these
two axial locations at different values of Y
in the transverse plane for the two nozzle-
length configurations with mixer 12CL
installed. It is very interesting to see that the
mean velocity profiles, at all Y-locations
shown, match very well indeed - except for a
small shift in the Z-direction for local peaks.

Since the flow at X/D = 0.2 for the 100%L
nozzle is still adjusting to the ambient
pressure, having only been recently released
from the nozzle, there may be statistical
variations even in the measured mean flow.
Hence, it may be better to compare the flow
profiles for these two configurations with
different nozzle-lengths further downstream
when flows from both the nozzle-
configurations have had sufficient time to
adjust to the surrounding environment.
However, as mentioned earlier, we do not
have comparable data for both cases further
downstream at the same distance from the
mixer exit plane. Hence, we will compare
only the center-line velocities for these two
cases after appropriately shifting their axial
locations so that now they are referenced
from the mixer exit plane. Figure 4.17
shows this comparison for the center-line
velocities where simple linear interpolation
is used between data points. Apart from the
initial small variations, the center-line
velocities for 100%L and 50%L match
rather well for Xmixer exit plane/D = 4.0.

Figures 4.16 and 4.17 imply the following:
(1) The appropriate axial distance when

comparing flows from mixer-nozzle
configurations of different mixing-
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(i)

lengths is not relative to the nozzle-
exit plane, but is rather from the
mixer-exit plane.

Removing the aft-half of the duct
length in the internal mixing region for
mixer 12CL has little effect on the
mean velocity profiles at the same
distance from the mixer-exit plane
when compared downstream of the
longer nozzle. Hence the noise
radiating from the far downstream
portion of the two nozzles ought to be
similar, whereas the difference in the
noise spectra between the two nozzles
should be attributed to stations
upstream of at least X/D = 0.2 (with
reference to baseline nozzle), that is, to
stations close to the nozzle exit plane
both inside and outside the nozzle
duct.

As will be seen in the next chapter, this is
borne out for the two nozzles, respectively,
in the similarity of the low frequency spectra
radiating mainly from the large eddies in the
far downstream region and the dissimilarity
of the high frequency spectra corresponding
to the small-scale eddies near the nozzle exit
plane

4.2.6 Center-line Velocity Comparisons

In these lobed mixers we have seen that the
initial non-axisymmetric flow profiles
become axisymmetric a short distance
downstream of the nozzle exit due to the
good azimuthal mixing produced by the
axial vortices. Hence, a center-line velocity
decay comparison can give a fair idea of the
overall relative noise levels produced by
these mixers, especially the plume decay far
downstream where larger eddies govern the
low frequencies. With this in mind, we
compare the “center-line” velocities for a
few mixer-nozzle configurations in Figure
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12CL Mixer with 100% and 50% Nozzle Length

T.0. # 3 and M(fj) = 0.2
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Figure 4.17 Comparison of center-line velocities at same distance from the mixer exit plane
for nozzles with different lengths.
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4.18 with semi-log axes for performance
condition TO #1 and Figure 4.19 for TO #2
and #3 at ij =0.2.

From Figure 4.18 we observe that for all
mixers there is only a very short-distance
(X/D £ 1.0), beyond the nozzle exit plane,
where the center-line velocity is constant,
downstream of this location it starts
decaying.  This does not represent a
“potential” core in the normal sense, as we
have seen in Figures 4.11, 4.13 or 4.15, but
simply a small portion of the hot core fluid
which flows over the tail-cone and which
quickly mixes with the surrounding fan flow
downstream.  The center-line velocities
between the 12-lobed mixers and the 20-
lobed mixers are distinctly different in the
beginning with a reduction in magnitude of
about 50 ft/s for the 20-lobed mixers.
However, further downstream, around X/D
of 8, all the mixers seem to have similar
center-line velocities. It should be noted
that if the 100%L and 50%L configurations
for 12CL are shifted to correspond to the
distance from the mixer-exit plane, they
overlap as before in Figure 4.17.

Figure 4.19 for the higher nozzle pressure
ratios shows similar trends, however with
larger differences in the initial magnitudes
which decay to the same levels at X/D = 8.

We have discussed in this section only some
of the most pertinent plume-survey data.
Volume 2 contains the rest of the data
collected and should be referred to as the
need arises in understanding the acoustic
data discussed in the next chapter.
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Chapter 5

Acoustics Results & Analysis

5.1 Overview

The acoustic results for the various mixers
are presented and analyzed in this chapter.
Due to the vast amount of data collected,
representing variations in a number of
different  parameters including  both
operating conditions and mixer-nozzle
geometry, systematic presentation of results
to isolate parametric trends was a major
challenge.

In order to capture the effects of mixer
geometry between the two sets of lobed
mixers (the original four designs from 1995
and the new configurations from 1996),
results will be presented in terms of 3
general groupings (see Tables 2.1 and 2.2
for nomenclature and mixer properties):

Group 1. All 12 Jobed configurations
(12CL, 12UH, 12TH).

Group 2. All unscalloped configurations
(12UH, 16UH, 20UH).

Group 3. All 20 lobed configurations
(20UH, 20MH, 20DH).

Group 1 examines the compound effects of
penetration and sidewall cutouts (with the
tongue mixer configuration (12TH)
representing, in some sense, the limiting
case of deep scalloping). Group 2 examines
the importance of lobe number, while Group
3 isolates the effect of sidewall scalloping.
In addition, comparisons between members
of different groupings are also used to
illustrate particular points. In all cases, the
confluent or coaxial mixer (CONF) is taken
as the baseline configuration.

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1 113

Initially, comparisons between the mixer
configurations will be made with the
reference nozzle length (100%L) and free-
jet Mach number of 0.2. In the second
phase, the effects of free-jet speed on far-
field noise will be examined. In that section,
a new method for diagnosing the location of
high-frequency noise sources is presented
and its importance examined. Finally, the
effect of nozzle length on the noise
produced by each of the mixer
configurations is examined, with some new
and interesting findings presented. All
results presented are for a nozzle with an
exit cross sectional area of 660.5 in> (or 29
inches diameter), representing a scale factor
of four.

While analyzing these acoustic results, two
questions arise: (a) How and why do the
“noise source characteristics” change with
the parameter being examined? (b) How
“important” is that parametric effect? The
first question is answered by examining the
far field noise characteristics in the
“reference frame of the nozzle”. By this, we
mean the sound pressure or sound power
spectra whose directivity characteristics
have been adjusted to remove the refraction
effects which occur across the shear layer at
the free-jet/ambient interface. This data is
presented on a circle of 150 ft radius whose
center is coincident with the center of the
nozzle exit plane. All such polar data has
been corrected to reference conditions of
14.3 psi, 77°F and 70% relative humidity.
The polar spectrum has no Doppler-shift
corrections applied. The second question,
relating to the “importance” of a particular
parameter, is examined using perceived



noise level (PNL) and effective perceived
noise level (EPNL) and the corresponding
sound pressure level as observed by a
ground based observer during a simulated
flyover of the test nozzle at a fixed altitude
of 1500 ft For this flyover simulation, the
SPL spectra is appropriately adjusted for
slant distance propagation effects, standard
day atmospheric attenuation, Doppler shift
due to aircraft motion relative to the
observer, and an ambient pressure at
standard day of 14.7 psia. For the Doppler
shift, the aircraft is assumed to fly at the
velocity of the free jet appropriate to the test
point considered. In addition, the ground
around the observer is assumed to be non-
reflecting.

As mentioned earlier, the second acoustic
test done at NASA in 1996 repeated most of
the data-points done in 1995 and added
many more operating points, and thus, in
many ways, superseded the previous test
data. We present and analyze in this report
only the 1996 acoustic test results. Some of
the 1995 acoustic test results have been
reported in Mengle et al'® and should be
consulted for the sake of completeness.

A few general things to be kept in mind
while considering these data are:

(i) When comparing acoustics of different
mixers at the same _ operating
conditions we may not necessarily
obtain the same mass-flow rates or
thrust. These aerodynamic quantities
are functions of the geometrical
parametric changes, as studied in the
previous chapter, and are themselves
independent objects of study. Hence,
the purpose of these inter-mixer
acoustic comparisons at the same
operating conditions is primarily to
establish the “relative shape” of their
acoustic/noise spectra, rather than
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some global integral acoustic metric.
At the end of the chapter, a
comparison is presented of their global
acoustic metrics, like flyover EPNL,
on a consistent basis such as constant
thrust, so that an objective measure can
be obtained for their acoustic
suppression benefits. But that can be
done only if data is available at several
operating conditions and interpolation
of data is assumed. On the other hand,
if the mixers differ widely in their
geometric properties, for instance area
ratio (compare 12UH versus 12TH
versus 16UH in Tables 2.1, 2.2), then
their mass-flow rates and bypass-ratios
are widely different, and inter-mixer
comparisons, even though at the same
operating conditions, are not apt.

(i) Effects of other ‘“non-mixer’
parameters on a given mixer, such as,
nozzle-length or free-jet speed or
operating condition can, however, be
legitimately studied from an acoustics
point of view, although these
parameters may change the mass-flow
rates, etc.

5.2 Mixers with Reference Nozzle
Length at Baseline Take-off Condition

In this section we examine the noise
characteristics of the various mixer
configurations with the reference (100%)
nozzle-length (nominal mixing length L/Dy,
= 1.10) at a baseline operating condition, TO
#1 (nominal NPR¢ = 1.44, NPR, = 1.39 and
Tio/Te¢ = 2.34). Initially, we will concentrate
on the noise produced under static (no free
jet flow) conditions. At static conditions
there is no correction for free-jet/ambient
shear-layer refraction and the Doppler effect
is not present. Thus a “basic acoustic
datum” is created for later comparisons.



5.2.1 Static Free-Jet Data

5.2.1.1 12 Lobed Mixers

Figures 5.1 (a), (b), and (c) present,
respectively, (a) the 150 ft polar overall
sound pressure level directivity (OASPL)
and sound pressure level (SPL) spectra for
selected angles, (b) sound power spectra
(PWL) and sound pressure level directivity
for selected frequencies, and (c) PNL
directivity and flyover SPL spectra at
selected angles for mixer Group 1 (12 lobe
configurations).

The following characteristics stand out in

this group under static conditions:

(i) All lobed mixers are quieter for angles
between 125° and the jet axis than the
confluent (CONF) mixer, as seen in
the OASPL data (Figure 5.1(a)).

(i1) With the exception of 12CL, they do
this at the expense of increasing
OASPL in the upstream quadrant.

(ii1) At shallow angles, like 150°, the low
frequencies (100-300 Hz) dominate for
all mixers as seen in the polar SPL
spectra in Figure 5.1(a). This familiar
result is produced by the refraction of
sound waves away from the jet exit
axis as they propagate through the
negative radial gradient of the axial
velocity in the plume. This effect is
much stronger for higher frequencies
than for lower frequencies. This is a
feature typical of all such jets in the
similarity region far downstream of the
nozzle-exit plane as seen in Chapter 4
plume data. As a result, at 150 ° even
though 12UH and 12TH are louder for
mid-to-high frequencies (higher than,
say, 700 Hz), it is the large decrease in
low frequency SPL observed with
these mixers that drives their OASPL
below that of the confluent or 12CL
configuration.

(iv) “Low” frequencies are associated with
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)

(vi)

(vii)

the strength of “large” eddies which
exist far downstream of the nozzle
exit. The observation that the SPL
spectra for 12UH and 12TH show a
reduction in low frequency amplitudes
for all angles (60°, 90°, 125° and 150°)
implies that these two mixers have the
weakest large eddies amongst the
Group 1 mixers. This is intimately
related to the thoroughness of the
mixing achieved between the fan and
the core flow, and how that flow
subsequently mixes with the ambient.
This will be explored in somewhat
more detail later.

The reduction in low frequency noise
achieved in 12UH and 12TH is also
captured in the PWL-spectrum of
Figure 5.1(b).

The distinguishing feature of the SPL
spectra of configurations 12UH and
12TH for angles away from the jet
axis, as shown in Figure 5.1(a), is the
dramatic increase in noise level for
mid-range frequencies (approximately
1500-2000 Hz), producing a “hump”
in the spectra. In fact, at all these
angles (60°, 90°, 125°) these humps
are also the “global” peaks or the most
dominant frequencies. Their peak SPL
frequencies shift slightly to higher
values as we go closer to the jet exit
axis. The high-frequency noise
contributions (5000 Hz and above) of
12UH and 12TH are also higher than
CONF or 12CL. Hence, it must be the
large mid-to-high frequency
contributions of 12UH and 12TH that
make their OASPL larger than CONF
or 12CL for angles upstream of 110°.
“Mid-to-high” range frequency noise
is attributable to ‘“smaller” eddies
which predominates near the nozzle
exit plane or even inside the nozzle.
These small scale eddies are produced
in lobed or tongue mixers by the
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Figure 5.1 (a) OASPL directivity and SPL spectra for CONF, 12CL, 12UH and 12TH at T.O. # 1, M(fj) = 0.0
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Figure 5.1 (b) Power spectrum and SPL directivity for CONF, 12CL, 12UH and 12TH at T.O. # 1, M(fj) = 0.0
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1500’ PNL Directivity Comparison
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Figure 5.1(c) Flyover PNL directivity and SPL specira for CONF, 12CL, 12UH and 12TH

at T.O. # 1, M(f) = 0.0
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mixing of fan and core flows which
emerge from the lobes/tongues with
widths much “smaller” than the nozzle
diameter. This issue will also be
explored later in more depth.

(viii) The mid-frequency hump and larger

(ix)

(x)

(xi)
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high-frequency output of 12UH and
12TH are also captured in PWL-
spectrum of Figure 5.1(b).

It appears from the PWL-spectrum of
Figure 5.1(b) that the 12UH and 12TH
mixers suppress low frequency sound
far  better than a  confluent
configuration, but at the expense of
increasing the mid-to-high frequency
spectrum. It is interesting to note that
although both have relatively high lobe
penetration (12UH has 0.68 and 12TH
has 0.56 compared to 12CL’s 0.48),
12UH is unscalloped, whereas 12TH
represents the limit of deep scalloping.
The fact that they still appear to have
similar noise signatures may be related
to their widely differing area ratios
which have led to totally different
bypass ratios and thrusts, as seen in
Chapter 4.

As opposed to the 12UH and 12TH
mixers, the acoustic signature of the
12-lobe low penetration mixer with
cutouts (12CL) is quite different. Its
OASPL is lower than the confluent
design at all angles. Although its high-
frequency SPL is comparable to the
confluent mixer at all angles, the low-
frequency SPL is much lower than
CONF (although slightly higher than
12UH or 12TH). This is also reflected
in its power spectrum in Figure 5.1(b).
Thus, it appears that the compound
effect of cutouts and low lobe
penetration has  benefited 12CL
tremendously in terms of reducing low
frequency sound without increasing
the high-frequency sound compared to
CONF. This must be a result of how
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(x1i)

the fan/core flow mixing progressed
inside the nozzle and outside it while
mixing with the ambient. This is an
issue which will be taken up later. It
also hints that in this case at least the
noise benefits of cutouts overcome any
excess noise produced by the dipole-
type noise made by the leading edge of
the aft end of the cutouts mentioned in
Chapter 2.

Figure 5.1(b) also shows the directivity
of particular frequencies for all mixers:
160 Hz (corresponding to peak PWL
for configurations CONF and 12CL),
1600 Hz (where peak PWL of 12UH
and approximately of 12TH occurs)
and a relatively high frequency
component at 5000 Hz. For any of
these frequencies, the SPL directivity
for all mixers is similar in shape. The
low frequency SPL monotonically
increases as we approach the jet exit
axis (up to around 150°) and then
decreases as has been observed in
single-stream nozzles. However, the
mid-to-high frequency SPL peak
occurs more upstream, at around 120°-
125°. This is due to the refraction
effect of the sheared jet flow described
earlier which leaves a “relative zone of
silence” near the jet exit axis. On the
other hand, for any given lobed mixer,
the peak moves upstream with
increasing frequency. As in single-
stream nozzles, we expect the different
frequency scales to originate at
different axial portions of the jet. The
higher frequencies, associated with
small-scale eddies, originate more
upstream; the lower frequencies,
associated with larger eddies, originate
further downstream in the plume. This
is, indeed, reflected in the coaxial jet
model of Fisher et al'” and Balsa &
Gliebe"®. Hence, returning to the
SPL-directivities of Figure 5.1(b), the



relative amplitudes of the SPL’s
between different mixers at a given
frequency tell us how the source
strengths, corresponding to these
frequencies and located at similar
relative axial positions in the jet, differ
between mixers. However, without
specific source-location data, such as
might be obtained with multi-
microphone phased arrays, we cannot
further pinpoint the source-locations
for a given frequency. In a later
section, however, we develop a
technique which indicates the location
of some high-frequency sources in an
approximate sense.

(xiii) The community noise impact of the
spectral and directivity differences
between the various mixers is clearly
shown by the 1500 ft PNL directivity
of Figure 5.1(c). The increase in
frequency of the SPL peak observed in
configurations 12UH and 12TH is seen
to produce a significant increase in the
peak value of PNL compared to either
the confluent baseline or 12CL. This
increase in peak PNL is totally the
result of the frequency weighting of
the NOY scale, since little or no
difference in the amplitude of the
maximum value of SPL is observed
between the configurations. The PNL
penalty incurred by configurations
12UH and 12TH persists for all angles
upstream of the peak. A different
trend is observed for mixer
configuration 12CL. This
configuration displays the lowest peak
PNL of any of the configurations and
this behavior is also observed for all
angles upstream of the peak. This
result again ties back to the spectral
characteristics of this mixer which
shows a reduction in the low
frequencies without a corresponding
increase in the higher frequencies. The
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spectral range between 1000 Hz and
approximately 4000 Hz controls the
observed PNL behavior. As alluded to
earlier, frequencies below 1000 Hz are
not so heavily weighted in the NOY
calculation.  Although frequencies
above 4000 Hz are heavily weighted in
the NOY calculation, atmospheric
attenuation of these frequencies is very
high. The SPL spectra at 1500 ft show
a substantial fall off in the highest
frequencies and this trend becomes
stronger for angles away from 90° due
to the larger propagation distances
involved. For this static case (Mg = 0),
the propagation and atmospheric
attenuation effects display a symmetry
relative to the 90° directivity angle.
Since there is no Doppler shifting of
the frequency between the front and aft
quadrants due to relative motion
between the source and the observer,
any asymmetry observed in the PNL
directivity around 90° at static
conditions is solely due to the true
source asymmetry. When aircraft
motion is present, this result changes.
This effect will be examined later.

In conclusion, the 12 lobe mixer with
cutouts and low lobe penetration (12CL)
appears quieter than the other 12-lobed
mixers (12UH, 12TH) or the confluent
mixer because it reduces the low frequency
noise without raising the mid-to-high
frequencies which are heavily noy weighted.
The tongue mixer (12TH), although it
decreases the low frequency noise, is
heavily penalized due to the increase in mid-
to-high frequency noise it creates. The
tongue mixer’s low bypass ratio of 4.55
(compared to 4.95 of 12CL or 4.71 of
12UH) under static conditions and
consequent higher effective jet velocity
accentuates its noise too. Thus, the effects
of  scalloping/sidewall-cutouts,  which



produced a noise benefit for 12CL, were
overwhelmed by other effects in the tongue
mixer.

Mixer configuration 12UH produced the
second highest noise, as measured by PNL,
of all the configurations. This configuration
was designed to have an identical hot
stream/cold stream area ratio as compared to
12CL. However, configuration 12UH has a
higher penetration than 12CL and lacks the
sidewall cutouts. It is not possible to
determine the relative importance of these
two differences on the generation of jet
noise from the data presented in this section.

Although the 12-lobe unscalloped mixer
(12UH) proved to be noisier, the lack of
scalloping usually leads to a better thrust
coefficient at cruise. Hence, from the
viewpoint of keeping balance between
cruise thrust efficiency and takeoff noise
reduction, it is expedient to first study
unscalloped mixers but vary the number of
lobes with the hope of “improving” mixing
and noise characteristics. This is done next.

5.2.1.2 Lobe Number Effect

Figures 5.2(a), (b), (c) show, respectively,
the polar OASPL-directivity, PWL-spectra,
flyover PNL-directivity, and the
corresponding SPL-spectra or directivity for
12UH, 16UH and 20UH mixers, and the
baseline confluent (CONF) mixer. Since
12UH and 20UH have all lobe parameters
approximately equal, except for lobe
number, we will pay special attention to the
difference in noise signatures created by
these two mixers. The 16-lobe mixer,
16UH, is unique in that it has a much larger
fan to core area ratio than the other
configurations in the group. It has been
included in this group because of its
similarities in other  parameters (lobe
penetration,, non-scalloped, lobe length) of
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12UH and 20UH. General trends observed
within this group are:

(i) The 150 ft polar SPL spectra of the 20-
lobe mixer is lower in the mid-to-high
frequency range than the 12-lobe
mixer at all angles (Figure 5.2(a)).
This is also reflected in the power
spectrum (PWL of Figure 5.1(b) and
the flyover SPL’s in Figure 5.1(c)).
However, 20UH does not suppress the
lower frequency SPL’s as much as
12UH does; this can also be seen in
PWL and flyover SPL’s.

(ii) The decrease in high frequency and
increase in low frequency of 20UH as
compared to 12UH is reflected in the
OASPL directivities as a relative
decrease for angles upstream of peak
PNL which occurs at 120° and a
relative increase in the angles
downstream of the peak PNL angle.

(iii) Although the OASPL of 20UH at
shallower angles (closer to the jet axis)
is higher than 12UH, the flyover PNL
(Figure 5.2(c)) for both the mixers at
those angles is the same. This is the
result of the difference in weighting
between the two metrics. Since each
frequency band is equally weighted,
the value of OASPL at a particular
angle is determined by the band with
the highest amplitude. For both 12UH
and 20UH, the lower frequencies are
dominant at the shallow angles. Since
the peak of the SPL spectrum is larger
for 20UH than 12UH, the OASPL of
20UH will also be larger.  The
preferential NOY weighting of the
higher frequencies in computing PNL
changes this trend. Although 12UH
displays a larger peak SPL in the
important 1-4 kHz range in the 150 ft
polar than does 20UH, the atmospheric
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Figure 5.2 (a) Effect of lobe number on OASPL directivity and SPL spectra at T.O. # 1 and M(fj) = 0.0.
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Figure 5.2 (b) Effect of lobe number on power spectrum and SPL directivity at T.O. # 1 and M(fj) = 0.0.
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Figure 5.2 (c) Effect of lobe number on flyover PNL and SPL spectra at T.O. # 1 and M(fj) = 0.0.
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(iv)

v)
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attenuation that occurs during the
propagation to the 1500 ft sideline is
sufficient to result in nearly equal PNL
for the two configurations at the
shallow angles.

For all angles less than or equal to the
peak PNL angle of 120°, the 20 lobed
mixer is definitely quieter than the 12
lobed design. On an overall integral
basis this would make the mixer with
higher numbers of lobes (20UH)
quieter than one with fewer lobes
(12UH). However, this does not
necessarily make the 20 lobe mixer
quieter than the confluent mixer on an
overall basis and we will have to await
for the EPNL comparisons (with the
nozzle moving) in a later section.

Turning our attention to the 16-lobe
mixer (16UH) with the higher fan-to-
core area ratio, we find that it radiates
the least power at all frequencies,
produces the lowest OASPL at all
angles, the lowest peak PNL, and
generally the lowest PNL directivity of
all the mixers in this group. This
would, of course, make it the quietest
mixer in the group for a fixed
operating condition. As a result of the
difference in area ratio, the 16 lobe
mixer has a much larger bypass ratio
(7.64) than 12UH (4.95) or 20UH (4.8)
and consequently much lower effective
jet velocity. This change in bypass
ratio is accompanied by a change in
thrust for a fixed fan and core
operating conditions. Since a flight
application would require maintaining
a fixed thrust, the above comparisons
are not totally appropriate. On the
other hand, it also shows that a
decrease in noise can be made by
increasing the fan-to-core area ratio,
but a change in the cycle condition

125

would be needed to maintain thrust.

(vi) It is noteworthy that for a given polar
angle, the frequency associated with
the maximum polar SPL value (Figure
5.2(a)) does not shift systematically
with lobe number for these
unscalloped mixer configurations,
although the use of one-third octave
bands may mask some of the details.
That is to say, the peak frequencies do
not appear to be correlated with the
widths of the mixer lobes which, in
turn, set the scale the diameter of the
axial  vortices. However, = the
maximum SPL amplitudes do decrease
with an increase in the number of
lobes.

(vii) The angle at which a particular
frequency band peaks is approximately
the same for the confluent
configuration and all the lobed
configurations. For example, the peak
amplitude for 1300 Hz occurs at
approximately 120° for all the mixers
discussed in this section. Of course,
the relative strength of a particular
frequency band does vary between the
mixers.

In conclusion, we see that an increase in the
number of lobes produces a decrease in the
overall noise at static conditions. This is
primarily achieved by reducing the mid-to-
high frequency noise in the angular range
upstream of the peak PNL angle while
changing the flyover noise at the shallower
angles only minimally. Note that the low
frequency polar SPL for the higher lobe-
count mixer is, however, slightly higher than
a low lobe-count mixer. This observation,
combined with a similar observation for the
previous group of mixers, implies that
reducing the mid-to-high frequency spectra
may be more important to overall noise



reduction than large reductions in low
frequency noise alone. The paradigm in
mixer-design in the past has been to mix fan
and core flows as fast as possible so that a
nearly uniform flow forms by the nozzle exit
plane. It was reasoned that this would lead
to faster plume decay and reduce low
frequency noise. The current data shows
that this strategy may not be the optimum
because the mid-to-high frequency noise
generated by the faster fan/core mixing may
upset the overall balance.  Since the
presence of a moving free stream
surrounding the nozzle is known to suppress
the low frequency portions of the jet noise
spectra for a single round jet, these
observations may be modified when flight
effects are included. This will be examined
in detail in a later section. Prior to this, the
subtle effects of scalloping will be discussed
in the next section.

5.2.1.3 Effect of Scalloping

Figures 5.3(a), (b), (c) show the polar
OASPL directivity, the sound power spectra
(PWL), the flyover PNL-directivity, and the
associated SPL-spectrum or directivity for
the 20UH, 20MH and 20DH mixers. All
results - are again presented for stationary
surroundings (Mg = 0) and for a reference
operating point with a fan pressure ratio of
1.44, core pressure ratio of 1.39 and a core-
to-fan total temperature ratio of 2.34. Recall
that the moderately scalloped mixer (20MH)
has half the scalloped area of the 20DH (see
Table 2.2).

(1) The primary difference between the
deeply scalloped mixer (20DH) and
the unscalloped design (20UH) is a
reduction in amplitude of the mid-to-
high frequencies (approximately 1-4
kHz) as shown in the 150 ft polar SPL
spectra of Figure 5.3(a). This
improvement is observed over all
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(ii)

(1ii)

directivity angles. At the same time,
the  substantial low  frequency
suppression  produced by  the
aggressive mixing of the 20 lobe
unscalloped configuration is not
reduced. A small increase in the
highest frequencies (greater than 4 kHz
at 90°) is observed for 20DH
compared to 20UH, but the increase is
small enough to be of no practical
concern. The moderately scalloped
configuration = (20MH)  produces
similar trends, but the suppression of
the  mid-range  frequencies  is
significantly less than observed for
20DH. The OASPL directivity, PWL
spectrum, and PNL directivity, as
shown in Figures 5.3 (a), (b) and (c),
for configuration 20MH are all
bounded above and below by the
corresponding results for 20UH and
20DH, respectively. However, the
correlation between noise reduction
and  scalloped area, although
monotonic, is not simple.

All this is reflected in the lowest
OASPL directivity as well as the
lowest PNL directivity at all angles for
the deeply scalloped mixer, 20DH,
making it the quietest mixer in the

group.

As in the coaxial jet model of Fisher et
al’” there appear to be at least two
dominant regions of frequency in
lobed mixers (Figure 5.3(a)). One is
the low-frequency peak governed by
the fully-mixed region far downstream
and the other is the mid-to-high
frequency peak governed by the shear-
layer between the ambient and the
partially mixed fan/core flow close to
nozzle exit. The geometry of the lobed
mixer and changes to the mixing
process can be used beneficially to
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control one or the other of these peaks.
The unscalloped 20-lobe mixer
produces a substantial reduction in the
low frequency noise at the peak PNL
angle compared to the confluent
design, but a large increase in the mid-
frequencies is observed. Introducing
sidewall scallop improves the low
frequency suppression at the peak PNL
angle and significantly reduces the
higher frequency penalty.

(iv) It also appears that the SPL-directivity
at 1300 Hz, (Figure 5.3(b)) for the
unscalloped and the moderately
scalloped mixers has a more rapid
decay away from the peak than the
deeply scalloped mixer (“beaming”
characteristics); whereas, the very high
frequency (5000 Hz) SPL directivity
for 20DH shows a slight increase over
20UH or 20MH for all angles
upstream of the peak PNL angle.

In conclusion, deep scalloping helps overall
noise suppression by reducing the mid-to-
high range frequencies without any increase
in the low frequency spectra and only a
small inconsequential increase in the very
high frequencies compared to unscalloped
mixer. However, we also saw in Chapter 4
how deep scalloping can cause higher thrust
losses at both takeoff and cruise conditions.
We also note here that noise suppression
does not appear to follow a linear relation
with the scalloped areas. It is possible that
there is some “critical” scalloped area after
which one begins to reap noise benefits.
However, it is also possible that for a given
mixer there exists an “optimal” scalloped
area beyond which no additional noise
benefits occur. This second possibility can
not be proven, but is hinted at by the poor
acoustic performance of the tongue mixer in
§ 5.2.1.1, even after accounting for its area
ratio difference as compared to the other
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mixers.

Before moving on to the case of non-zero
free-jet speed, which represents the flight
effect, we digress briefly to the possible
causes of noise reduction observed in some
of these mixers even under static conditions.
The flight-effect will, of course, complicate
the matter further by changing some of the
sources discussed in the next section.

5.2.1.4 Probable
Reduction

Causes of  Noise

In the previous three sections we have seen
that noise can be reduced by the compound
effect of lobe cutouts and low penetration or
by increasing the number of lobes or by
deep scalloping, at least for static operation
and with the relatively low jet speed (830
ft/s) characteristic of the baseline operating
point. Out of these effects only the second
and third effects are parametrically captured
in our acoustic data base. Hence, we discuss
the scalloping effect first, which in a way
captures some of the “cutout” effects, and
then the lobe number effect.

Scalloping Effect

The probable mechanism for the scalloping
effect, from the fluid-dynamic point of view,
has already been discussed in Chapter 2
(Section 2.3.1) in fair amount of detail and
this understanding is embedded in our
scalloped lobe design philosophy. Briefly, it
was concluded in Section 2.3.1 that
“boomerang” type scalloping, as in 20DH,
will “introduce axial vorticity gradually”
into the flow beginning at an earlier axial
location so that the fan/core flow mixing
proceeds more “gently” than the unscalloped
mixer and the most intense turbulence spots
are acoustically shielded by the nozzle duct.
This may or may not lead to a more uniform
velocity/temperature profile by the time the
two flows reach the nozzle exit plane (that




depends on how long the mixing length is),
but it will tend to reduce the mid-to-high
frequency noise component generated by the
internal mixing and by the interaction of the
partially mixed flow with the ambient.
Some of the CFD results for 20DH mixer in
Figures 2.21-2.23 have captured the low
turbulent kinetic energy generated during
this internal mixing with axial vorticity. In a
later section, it is shown that the noise in this
frequency range for 20UH originates
primarily in the region close to the nozzle
exit plane.

It would have been useful to have
comparable plume survey data for 20UH
and 20DH at static baseline conditions but
from Table 3.5 we see that although data
exists for 20DH at Mfj = 0.2 only a partial
data set was collected for 20UH at the three
axial stations, X/D = 0.2, 0.5, 1.0. Although
a non-zero free-jet speed changes the shear-
layer properties between the nozzle-jet/free-
jet, the arguments given here are
independent of it. Comparison of total
temperatures for 20UH and 20DH (see
Figures 4.12 (a) and (b)) in the transverse
plane at X/D = 0.2 shows that deep
scalloping caused the outer hot-spot of
20UH (at Z = * 3 in.) to reduce in intensity
and move outward, but at the same time
another less intense hot-plateau was formed
closer to the axis (at Z = + 1.75 in.).
Scalloping appears thus to encourage
azimuthal mixing of axial vortices and to
reduce the radial gradient of total
temperature in the outer periphery which
itself leads to another source of noise. The
central hot-spot intensity and size has not
changed much and the center-line traverse of
total temperature (see Figure 61 in Vol. IIi,
pt. 1) looks similar for both unscalloped and
scalloped mixers. On the other hand, the
velocity profile for the scalloped mixer at.
X/D = 0.2 (see Figure 4.13) appears fairly
uniform with only a small local maximum at
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the center, corresponding to the hot-spot
from the core stream. The corresponding
velocity profile for 20UH is not available,
but it is expected that it will be less uniform
at the periphery due to the larger hot-spots.
This would imply an increased shear in this
region for the unscalloped mixer, making it
an additional source of noise. The center-
line velocity traverse out to one diameter
(see Figure 4.18) is similar for scalloped and
unscalloped mixers. Plume data is not
available for X/D greater than 10 for 20DH,
a region which is expected to govern the low
frequency noise behavior. However, from
the polar SPL data (Figure 5.3(a)) which
shows similar low frequency behavior at all
angles for both unscalloped and scalloped
mixers (20UH and 20DH) we can inversely
deduce that the far-field plume decay must
be similar for both mixers. Beyond this we
cannot really pin-point the process that leads
to noise reduction due to scalloping with the
available data.

Packman & Eiler'" describes the differences
in flow-fields and noise of unscalloped and
scalloped mixers for a very low bypass ratio
nozzle for Pratt & Whitney’s JT8D engine.
Although some of their observations and
conclusions are applicable here, some are
not. For example, as in our case, they also
found scalloping to decrease noise in the
mid-to-high frequency range. However,
their scalloped mixer was concluded to have
less nozzle exit uniformity and there was no
central hump. Although the details may
differ with scale and operating conditions
the final outcome relative to noise was
similar: scalloping reduces noise. Another
recent paper by Yu et al®® attempts to
describe the fluid-dynamic effects of
scalloping but no connection to noise
production is made. All the processes
described in Yu et al’® may not be
applicable to the mixers used in our study
due to different lobe/nozzle geometry and




operating conditions.

In summary, scalloping appears to produce
less intense hot spots by encouraging
azimuthal and radial mixing between axial
vortices which reduces the mid-to-high
frequency noise without changing much of
the far-field plume decay produced by an
unscalloped design. A more detailed plume
flow study is needed to uncover more of the
physics connecting the scalloped mixer flow
to the noise that it generates.

All the arguments that apply to the noise
benefit of scallops can be extended to
cutouts as used on the 12CL mixer. Since it
was shown to be quieter than 12UH it is
likely that the “leading-edge dipole source”
from the lobe-wall strip downstream of the
cutouts on 12CL, mentioned earlier in
Chapter 2, is a less important noise source
than the mixing of the flows downstream.
However, 12CL also had a lower lobe
penetration than 12UH. Penetration plays
some role in the radial migration of the axial
vortices generated by the mixers (as also
seen in the CFD simulations, Figures
2.22(b), 2.25(b)). This change in radial
migration will determine whether the
vortices interact with the outer nozzle-duct
wall and, hence modify the ambient/jet
shear-layer, thus generating more or less
noise. We unfortunately cannot distinguish
the lobe-penetration effect on noise from
this data directly other than noting that for
high-penetration the high-speed core flow,
which is radially thrown outwards,
immediately interacts with the shear-layer
between the jet and the ambient flow close
to the nozzle-exit plane, possibly increasing
the shear, and hence, increasing the mid-to-
high frequency sound. A low-penetration
mixer, such as 12CL, keeps the axial
vortices closer to the jet-axis. This prevents
the high-speed core flow from immediately
interacting with the ambient shear layer,

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1 132

reducing shear there and, hence, also
reducing the mid-to-high frequency noise
from that region. However, these same low-
penetration axial vortices will continue to
modify the flow further downstream, what
Fisher et al'” call the “interaction” region
for noise production, and modify the noise
characteristics.

Lobe Number Effect

Now, consider the effect of increasing the
number of lobes (20UH versus 12UH).
This obviously increases the interface area
between the fan and the core flows and
decreases the length-scale (diameter) of the
axial vortices which are now more
numerous. This should enhance mixing
between the two flows. A decrease in the
length-scale of the axial vortices would
seem to imply an increase in the dominant
frequency, but this is true only if their
strengths remained the same. As the number
of lobes increases, the number of vortices
occupying the space within the nozzle must
also increase. This promotes earlier
azimuthal interaction between the vortices.
This can, indeed, reduce their strengths. It
will be shown later that the mid-to-high
frequency sound of mixers 12UH and 20UH
is associated with these axial vortices and
their interaction with the jet/ambient shear
layer. In Figure 5.2(a), the mid-frequency
content of the 20 lobe mixer, 20UH, is less
than that of the comparable 12 lobe mixer,
12UH. This seems to imply that an increase
in the lobe count produces a reduction in the
strength of the axial vortices and the
jet/ambient shear layer due to better
azimuthal mixing of the axial vortices. On
the other hand, the 20 lobe mixer, 20UH, is
less effective in reducing the low frequency
portion of the spectrum which is typically
associated with the far downstream plume
characteristics. It is inferred that the larger
diameter and stronger axial vortices
produced by the 12 lobe mixer, 12UH,
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probably promote more rapid decay of the
plume through viscous diffusion.

In summary, increasing the number of lobes
produces a decrease in mid-to-high
frequency sound. Greater lobe count
increases the interface area between the fan
and core streams and promotes a less intense
initial mixing region aided by more
numerous smaller and, perhaps, less intense
axial vortices. However, this type of initial
mixing does not appear to promote rapid far-
field plume decay. This results in a slight
increase in low-frequency sound over a
mixer with fewer lobes. More definitive
work is needed to understand the reasons for
the latter half of this story.

5.2.2 Flight-Effect: Free-Jet Mach No. 0.2

This section examines the comparative
acoustics results for the various mixers with
the reference 100% nozzle-length, at
baseline operating condition TO #1 when
the free-jet Mach number 1s set to 0.2. This
is representative of aircraft speeds at take-
off for today’s regional and business jet
applications. As before, the data
presentation will be in terms of different
groups of mixers in order to isolate specific
effects. Instead of analyzing all the details,
as in the previous section, the focus in this
section will be on the differences in noise
signatures between mixers caused by the
non-zero free-jet Mach number.

5.2.2.1 12-Lobed Mixers

Figures 5.4(a), (b), (c) show the polar
OASPL directivity, power spectrum and
flyover PNL-directivity with the
corresponding ~ SPL-spectra or  SPL-
directivity for 12CL, 12UH, 12TH and
CONF mixers for a free jet Mach No. of 0.2
at TO # 1. Compare these figures with
Figures 5.1(a), (b), (c) respectively where
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the free-jet Mach No. was zero.

)

(ii)

(iii)

The major difference observed in the
OASPL with a non zero free-jet speed
is that 12UH and 12TH appear much
louder that either the baseline CONF
or 12CL configurations for angles less
than or equal to 130°. For example, at
90° the difference in OASPL of 12UH
and CONF is almost 3.5 dB as
opposed to 1.5 dB at static conditions.

Over this angular range, the polar SPL
spectra of the lobed mixers in this
group are dominated by the mid-to-
high frequency range, as shown clearly
in Figure 5.4(a). Similar trends are
observed when comparing the PWL
spectra of Figure 5.4(b) and 5.1(b).
Using 2000 Hz as an example, the
difference in sound power between
configurations 12UH and CONF is 8.5
dB with a free jet Mach No. of 0.2 as
opposed to 4.5 dB at static conditions.
It is important to note that the presence
of the free jet flow produces a decrease
in the PWL spectra for both the lobed
mixers and the confluent configuration
but the confluent is more affected.
Similar trends hold for the tongue
mixer. Similar local trends are
observed in the SPL spectra for the
various directivity angles.

With the free jet operating, the
difference in sound power spectra
between the confluent configuration
and the forced mixers 12UH and 12TH
is larger in the mid-to-high frequency
bands than the difference in the low
frequency bands (less than 500 Hz).
Comparing the PWL of 12UH and
CONF at Mg = 0.2, the difference is
8.0 dB at 2000 Hz versus 6.0 dB at
100 Hz; whereas, in the static case the
corresponding differences are 4.5 dB
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(iv)

v)

(vi)

(vii)

at 2000 Hz versus 7.5 dB at 100 Hz.

From the similarity of dB-difference at
low frequencies, whether the free jet
flow is on or off (compare SPL’s in
Figure 5.4(a) and 5.1(a)), it is
concluded that the low frequency
spectra of both the forced mixers and
the confluent mixer are generated in
similar locations within the jet plume
and respond similarly to an external
flow. This is not true for the higher
frequency portion of the spectrum.

Under static conditions, the 150 ft
polar SPL spectra for configuration
12UH and 12TH show very similar
trends. This similarity is not altered
when a free jet flow is present. This
implies a similarity in source
distribution  between the two
configuration which will be examined
in more detail in a subsequent section.

At 125°, where lobed mixers have a
local OASPL peak, the relative
magnitudes of the peak SPL’s between
12UH (or 12TH) and CONF (or 12CL)
change drastically with external flows.
Under static conditions, CONF has a
larger peak SPL than 12UH peak SPL
at this angle. With a free jet flow
present, the magnitudes are reversed.
The reduction in peak SPL of CONF
or 12CL due to a free jet flow is
typically larger than that for 12UH or
12TH at all angles upstream of 125°.
That is, the free-jet appears to benefit
CONF and 12CL more than it does
12UH or 12TH.

The noise benefits of the free-jet Mach
No. for configurations CONF or 12CL
over 12UH or 12TH are most clearly
captured in the flyover PNL (Figure
5.(c). Note that both 12CL and CONF
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are now quieter than 12UH or 12TH at
all angles. In particular, the decrease
in noise at shallow angles for CONF or
12CL is significantly greater than that
for 12UH or 12TH. The reason for
this will be discussed later.

(viii) As a result of the spectral changes
produced by the free jet flow, the
confluent mixer, CONF, produces a
lower PNL than the 12 lobe
configuration with cutouts, 12CL, for
angles less than or equal to the peak
PNL angle of 120° or so. A very
different result was observed under
static conditions. In that situation,
configuration 12CL produced a lower
PNL for all angles than CONF.

In summary, forward flight-effect or non-
zero free-jet speed benefits the confluent
mixer and 12CL much more than it does
either 12UH or 12TH. As a result, CONF
and 12CL are now much quieter at all angles
than 12UH or 12TH. Mixer CONF now
even competes with 12CL for overall
quietness but the EPNL discussion will be
postponed to a later section. This appears
mainly due to larger relative reductions in
the mid-to-high range frequency sound for
CONF and 12CL than those for 12UH and
12TH; the low frequencies are affected
similarly for all the mixers.

5.2.2.2 Lobe Number Effect

Figures 5.5(a), (b), (c) show the polar
OASPL, PWL, flyover PNL and
corresponding SPL’s for 12UH, 16UH and
20UH for a free jet Mach number of 0.2 at
TO # 1. Primary attention will be paid to
the difference between the results for 12UH
and 20UH, recalling that 16UH has a much
higher fan to core area ratio. The
comparable plots for free jet flow are in
Figures 5.2 (a), (b) and (c).
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Figure 5.5(a) Effect of lobe number on OASPL directivity and SPL spectra at T.O. # 1, Mfj = 0.2
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Power Spectrum Comparison

Directivity Comparison at 250 hz
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Figure 5.5(b) Effect of lobe number on flyover PNL directivity and SPL spectra at T.O. # 1, Mg =0.2
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(i) For a free-jet Mach No. of 0.2, the
OASPL of 20UH is lower than that of
12UH at all angles rather than just
upstream of the local peak OASPL
angle of 125° as was true for the static
case. The spectral results of Figures
52(a) and 5.5(a) provide the
explanation for this change in
behavior. For the static case in Figure
5.2(a), the 12 Ilobe configuration,
12UH, was more effective in
suppressing low frequencies for angles
near the jet axis than was the 20 lobe
design, 20UH. In the presence of an
external flow, both designs produce
essentially equal low frequency sound
pressure levels; at higher frequencies,
the free jet flow affects both
configurations equally for all angles,
with the overall result that the 20 lobe
configuration remains quieter than the
12 lobe configuration.

(il) The improved low  frequency
suppression of mixer 20UH in the
presence of an external flow is also
observed in the PWL spectra of Figure
5.5(b). It is now seen that the PWL of
20UH and 12UH are very similar at
low frequencies as opposed to the
static case (Figure 5.2(b)) where 20UH
produced more power output.

(iii) From the flyover noise point of view,
Figure 5.5(c) shows that now 20UH is
quieter than 12UH at all angles rather
than just upstream of the peak PNL
angle as occurred in the static case
(Figure 5.2(c)). The Doppler-shifted
SPL in Figure 5.5(c) also show how, at
even shallow angles, 20UH now
matches 12UH at low frequencies and
is, of course, always quieter at mid-to-
high frequencies as in the static case.

(iv) However, with a free jet flow, both
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12UH and 20UH produce higher PNL
than the confluent baseline for angles
less than or equal to 135°. As a result,
the confluent configuration will be
quieter than any of the unscalloped

mixers in flight as will be seen in the
EPNL values later.

In summary, when flight effects are
included, increasing the lobe count makes
the mixer-nozzle quieter at all angles,
especially due to larger relative decreases in
low frequencies as compared to smaller
relative decrease in mid-to-high frequency
spectra.

5.2.2.3 Effect of Scalloping

Figures 5.6 (a), (b), (c) show the polar
OASPL, PWL, flyover PNL with the
corresponding SPL-spectra or directivities
for 20UH, 20MH and 20DH mixers for a
free jet Mach number of 0.2 and at the
reference operating condition TO #1.
Comparable no free jet flow plots are shown
in Figures 5.3 (a), (b) and (c).

(i) The presence of a free jet flow
produces only a minor relative change
in the OASPL directivity for the
scalloped mixers compared to the
static results in Figure 5.3(a). Both the
polar SPL spectra (Figure 5.6(a)) and
sound power spectra (Figure 5.6 (b)) of
the scalloped mixers continue to show
that free jet flow primarily affects the
lowest frequencies. Little or no effect
on the differences between mixer
configurations is introduced by a free
jet flow at higher frequencies as
illustrated by comparison of Figure
5.3(a) and Figure 5.6(a) at an angle of
125° and a frequency of 2000 Hz for
mixers 20UH and 20DH.

(ii)) From a flyover noise viewpoint (see
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Figure 5.6(a) Effect of scalloping on OASPL directivity and SPL spectra at T.O. # 1, M5 = 0.2
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Figure 5.6(b) Effect of scalloping on power spectra and SPL directivity at T.O. # 1, Mg =0.2
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Figure 5.6(c) Effect of scalloping on flyover PNL directivity and SPL spectra at T.O. # 1, Mg =0.2
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PNL directivity Figure 5.6(c)) the
scalloped mixer remains quieter than
the unscalloped mixer at all angles in
the presence of a free jet flow. At
shallow angles near the jet exit axis,
the difference between scalloped and
unscalloped designs increases slightly
when a free-jet flow is present.

(ii)) In terms of peak PNL, the confluent
mixer is superior to even the quietest
scalloped, lobed mixer (20DH) with a
free jet flow present for the low power
operating condition under
consideration. This superiority is also
observed for angles less than the angle
for peak PNL. This difference in PNL
continues to be driven by the higher
levels observed in the mid-to-high
frequency sound for the lobed mixers.
The penalty incurred in this frequency
range by lobed mixers is reduced with
scalloping but not removed whether a
free jet flow is present or not.

In summary, the beneficial effects of
scalloping are not influenced by the
presence of an external flow-field. The
scalloped designs tested in this program
were equally effective under static
conditions and with a free jet flow present.

5.2.2.4 Confluent Mixer Benefits

In the above section, it was found that the
confluent configuration produced lower
PNL values than any of the scalloped
designs for angles less than or equal to the
peak PNL angle when an external flow is
present. Comparison of the spectral
characteristics of the confluent mixer with
the lobed designs showed that the lobed
designs produced excess energy in the 1-4
KHz frequency band. This spectral shift for
the lobed mixers has been related to the
presence of the turbulence generated by the
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strong axial vortices induced by these
devices. The confluent design produces no
axial vorticity, relying solely on the
formation of Kelvin-Helmholtz vortex sheet
instability and consequent turbulent
transport between the primary and the
secondary flow streams to accomplish
mixing of the two streams. This type of
mixing does not produce intense turbulence
in the length scales associated with acoustic
radiation in the mid-frequency ranges. This
type of viscous mixing is also much less
effective than that induced by the strong
axial vortices of forced lobe mixers and the
plume does not decay as fast as a fully
mixed jet. As a result, the confluent mixer
becomes a strong source of low frequency
noise under static conditions. The presence
of the free jet produces a reduction in shear
downstream of the primary potential core, as
will be analyzed later. Since this area is the
primary source of low frequency noise in a
jet, the reduced shear will result in reduced
low frequency noise. This is particularly
important for the confluent mixer, since its
spectra is dominated by low frequencies.
The external flow has little or no impact on
the mid-spectral bands, which dominate the
radiated noise from the lobed mixer
configurations.

Directivity differences between the lobed
and confluent mixers also affect integrated
metrics like EPNL. The confluent mixer
produces it maximum polar levels at shallow
angles near the jet axis. During flyover type
calculations, increases in slant propagation
distance and source convective de-
amplification associated with shallow angle
radiation further benefit the confluent
design. Lobed designs tend to produce
maximum polar levels closer to 90° and as a
result do not see the same propagation
distance benefits. Based on comparison at
the fixed operating condition TO #1, only
mixer configuration 12CL provides a PNL



NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1

benefit over a confluent mixer when flight
effects are included.  Consideration of
detailed EPNL trends will be deferred to a
later section. However it is possible to draw
some conclusion at this point related to
flyover noise suppression. It has been
shown that the noise levels in the low
frequency portions of the jet mixing
spectrum are significantly reduced as the
flight speed increases.  Lobed mixers
produce a dramatic decrease in the low
frequency spectrum at static conditions but
this is accompanied by an increase in higher
frequency bands. Forward flight does not
significantly influence this high frequency
hump. Removing portion of the mixer
sidewall through the use of cutouts or
scalloping, increasing the number of lobed
mixers and possibly reducing the lobe radial
penetration reduces the increase in the
higher frequency band sound produced by
lobed mixers, but not to the levels observed
on a confluent configuration. As a result,
with flight effect, lobe mixers produce only
a minimal reduction in jet noise when jet
velocities are low.

An important general lesson learned
regarding flyover noise suppression at low
jet speeds is the following: any mechanism
that produces less of the “annoying” mid-to-
high frequency noise is usually preferable
even if it does not significantly reduce the
less annoying low frequency noise; flight
effect helps reduce the low frequency noise
anyway.

In the next section, results at additional free
jet Mach numbers will be presented. This
data provides insight into the axial location
of the sources producing the mid-to-high
frequency range noise associated with lobed
mixers, prompted by the observations in this
section that free jet flow affects some
frequencies less than others.
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52.3 Flight-Effect: Other Free Jet Mach
Numbers

Data was acquired over a range of free-jet
Mach numbers, varying from 0.0 to 0.3.
The effect of varying this parameter on the
PWL spectrum, polar OASPL directivity,
and flyover PNL directivity is presented and
discussed for each mixer in this section.
Figures 5.7 to 5.14 show these acoustic
metrics for, respectively, CONF, 12CL,
12UH, 12TH, 16TH, 20UH, 20MH, and
20DH mixers. Note that the vertical-axis
scale for a given metric may vary between
mixers. This should be borne in mind when
comparing changes in a given metric from
one mixer to the other.

Increasing the free-jet Mach number
produces the following effects for every
mixer:

(i) All acoustic metrics (PWL, OASPL
and PNL) decrease.

(ii) The reduction in low frequency PWL
is much greater than that at mid or
high frequency.

(iti) The decrease in aft quadrant OASPL is
much greater than that in the front
quadrant.

(iv) Similarly the decrease in the aft
quadrant flyover PNL is much larger
than that in the front quadrant.

(v) The angle at which the peak PNL
occurs  moves  upstream  with
increasing free-jet speed.

All these effects were noted in the previous
section when studying Mg = 0.2 and are now
seen to be extended also to Mg = 0.3. But
the additional decreases due to a change of
My from 0.2 to 0.3 are typically not as
drastic as those from Mg= 0.0 to M5 =0.2.

The fact that noise, in general, decreases
with increases in free-jet Mach numbers is
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well known experimentally for single-stream
nozzles and the same reason must apply to at
least fully-mixed nozzles with uniform exit
flow. A new and simple mathematical
explanation is given below using
Abramovich’s theory of turbulent jets(zo) .

An increase in free-jet speed reduces the
shear-layer thickness, 8, and increases the
potential core length. The highest
turbulence intensity and the dominant noise
source is known to be just downstream of
this potential core where the shear-layers
surrounding it interact most vigorously. The
magnitude of the radial gradient of axial
velocity, |9U/dr|, governs the dominant
noise source intensity and the jet diameter
there governs the source volume and, hence,
its net contribution to noise. A first-order
estimate of these quantities can be obtained
by using

U _ Ufree—jet ~Ujet
or 8 ’

The shear layer thickness at the end of the
potential core, 8¢, can be estimated by using,
for simplicity, Abramovich’s expression for
incompressible, axisymmetric cold turbulent
jets (which assumes self-similarity in the
velocity in the initial portion of the
jet/ambient mixing layer), namely,

8c.=R/a+bm

where R is nozzle-exit radius,
m=U froe jor 1 U jer and a, b are universal

constants with values of 0.214 and 0.144
respectively.

The above two formulae for dU/or and 8¢
immediately show that the ratio of |ousor]
at the end of the potential core with a free-
jet present to that with no free-jet is

n=|1—m|,f1+—z—m.
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This ratio can be easily shown to decrease
with increase in m for 0 < m < 1. For
observed self-similar velocity profiles(zo) it
can be shown that, 7, as given above, is also
the ratio of the maximum axial velocity
gradients in the flow at this location. Thus,
when the free-jet speed increases, the
potential core length increases and the shear
at its end decreases, leading to a decrease in
turbulence intensity. In addition the volume
of the noise sources at this location,
characterized by the radius J¢, is also
reduced.  This decrease in turbulence
intensity, as well as, the volume of turbulent
source, leads to a decrease in the peak far-
field noise. For hot jets, with jet-to-ambient
density ratio other than one, the above
argument can be extended by using more
complicated expressions for the shear-layer
growth given in Abramovich®®. With some
modifications this argument can also be
extended to coaxial jets where the
ambient/jet shear layer increases the annular
fan potential core length with an increase in
free-jet speed but not the central primary
potential core length.

The above explanation is applicable only for
the “peak” noise producing regions outside
the nozzle for fully-mixed or single-stream
nozzles. It cannot explain, for example, the
observed differences in sensitivity of high
and low frequency noise to free-jet speed
changes, since these originate in different
portions of the jet. Abramovich’s theory“”
can be applied similarly to the upstream end
of the jet (jet/ambient shear layer or the
“Initial’ region of Fisher et al My to study
the high-frequency noise, as well as, to the
far downstream self-similar region of the jet
(“mixing” region of Fisher et al"”y to study
low-frequencies. =~ However, we do not
embark on that analysis here.

Returning back to Figures 5.7 to 5.14 we
note that, as discussed before, the smaller



changes in higher frequencies in the PWL
spectra with increasing My are related to
smaller changes in OASPL and PNL in the
upstream angles where these frequencies
dominate. Similarly, the larger changes in
the low frequency PWL spectra with
increasing My are related to larger changes
in the downstream angles for OASPL., PNL
where low frequencies dominate.

The flyover PNL directivity is influenced by
several additional effects due to aircraft
motion, which are not present in the polar
OASPL directivity and which are worth
emphasizing again. First is the source
convective _amplification effect which
amplifies sound in the upstream quadrant
and decreases it in the downstream quadrant
solely due to the motion of the source with
respect to the observer. This tends to rotate
the PNL-O curves clockwise around 90°.
Secondly, in a horizontal flyover above the
observer, the slant distances from the source
to the observer and the Doppler shift in
frequency change with angle. The
directionality of the Doppler frequency
effect produces an increase in the observed
frequency spectrum, as the source
approaches  the  observer and a
corresponding decrease in the observed
spectrum as the source moves away from the
observer. As a result, the atmospheric
absorption applied to a particular frequency
band in the front and rear quadrants will
relate to different portions of the original
source spectrum.  This creates further
asymmetry in PNL directivity around 90°
than the true source asymmetry captured in
the polar OASPL directivity in the reference
frame of the nozzle. These effects combined
with the overall decrease in peak noise
source amplitude, discussed earlier, leads to
the observed downward shift in PNL-
directivity with clockwise rotation around
90° when the free-jet speed is increased.
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As noted before, the effects discussed above
produce a steep decrease in flyover PNL at
shallow angles. Since EPNL is a temporal
integration of PNL (corrected for tones), but
only extends over the interval when the PNL
is within 10 dB of the peak value, reductions
in noise at shallow angles may have little
effect on EPNL since the levels at these
angles are near or below the 10 dB down
points. For example, note that at Mfj = 0.2
this happens at 160° for CONF, 155° for
12CL, and about 145° for the rest of the
mixers. The spectra associated with these
angles are dominated by low frequencies
whose strengths are in turn governed by the
rate of plume decay. Thus, devices which
promote only rapid plume decay near the jet
axis for the purpose of reducing noise levels
will not significantly reduce EPNL unless
they also reduce the mid-to-high frequency
noise at other angles.

A far more effective strategy is to focus on
reducing the PNL for angles less than or
equal to the peak. There are several reasons
for this. First, the rate of decrease of PNL is
lower for angles upstream of the peak than
downstream. As a result, the majority of the
“duration” correction for EPNL is associated
with angles upstream of the peak PNL angle
for the forced mixers. In addition the spectra
at the upstream angles peak at frequencies
with a higher annoyance weighting.

Perhaps the most striking feature of Figures
5.7 to 5.14 is the difference in sensitivity of
the PWL, OASPL, or PNL to free-stream
Mach number changes when we compare
one mixer against the other. For example,
all the lobed mixers show smaller changes in
high frequency PWL or upstream OASPL or
PNL than the confluent mixer when free
stream Mach number is changed. However,
mixer 12CL shows remarkably similar
changes to CONF as free stream Mach
number changes, except for the OASPL



signature at shallow angles. The noise
signatures of all the “unscalloped” mixers
(12UH, 16UH and 20UH) are also
remarkably similar to each other and
markedly different than CONF. The deeply
scalloped mixer, 20DH, has distinctly
different noise signatures than the rest of the
lot. (Note that the high-frequencies
recorded by the 55° microphone for the
20DH mixer test were in error and are not
shown in Figure 5.14.) Its PWL appears
closest to that of 12CL but not its OASPL or
PNL. The tongue mixer, 12TH, also has its
own distinct noise signatures but is, perhaps,
most similar to 12UH, as noted before.

Before leaving this section, we make two
final notes.

(i) If mid-to-high frequency sound is
affected less by free-jet Mach number
changes then the sources that produce
them may be hidden or shielded away
from the effects of the free-jet/nozzle-
jet shear layer.

(ii)) Since changes in free-jet speed
produce changes in the direction of the
ray coming out from the jet (because

" acoustic group velocity (ray) in the
free-jet is the vector sum of phase
velocity and free-jet velocity), in order
to study the change in the noise source
due to free-jet effects one needs to
study polar SPL’s not at the same
angles in the far-field inside the free-
jet, but at angles obtained after
removing the additional refraction
changes in the transmitted rays.

The effect of a free jet flow on the
corresponding polar SPL’s will be examined
in depth in a later section.
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53 Mixers with Reference Nozzle-
Length at Higher Nozzle Pressure Ratio
Conditions

It is expedient to examine how the noise
signatures of different mixers compare at the
two higher growth TO conditions with
higher thrusts or jet speeds.

We first examine the acoustic results at Mg
= (.2 for the two higher pressure ratio TO
conditions for the various groups of mixers.
Although corresponding static results are
available, it is the case with a free jet flow
present (simulating aircraft motion), that is
the more realistic one from a flyover noise
point of view. Secondly, since we found in
the last section how important noise source
information can be obtained by studying the
effect of various free-jet Mach numbers, we
will examine that effect for the highest
pressure ratio condition (TO #3) in detail.

5.3.1 TO #2 and #3 with Free-Jet Mach
Number 0.2

The overall spectral information is captured
in the polar PWL-spectrum, whereas, the
flyover noise is best captured in the flyover
PNL directivity. For the sake of brevity, we
will present the PWL-spectra and flyover
PNL-directivity including the polar SPL-
directivity of the most energetic component
and flyover SPL-spectra at only the peak
PNL angle. These four plots, which
summarize the most important noise
signatures at any give free-jet Mach number,
will be presented in this section for each
group of mixers.

53.1.1 12-Lobed Mixers

Figures 5.15 and 5.16 show PWL, PNL and
SPL for the 12-lobed mixers and the
confluent baseline (Group 1) at TO #2 and
TO #3 respectively. Comparison of PWL
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shows how the CONF low frequency peak
rises above the high frequency peaks of
12UH and 12TH as nozzle pressure
increases. The lack of mixing in CONF
starts hurting it at these high pressure or
thrust conditions.  Although the relative
ranking of the mixers remains the same for a
given frequency, a secondary peak near
2000 Hz emerges for 12CL at TO #3 which
was not present in TO #1 or TO #2. The
decibel increase in this secondary peak
between TO #2 and TO #3 is considerably
larger than the increase in the low frequency
peak. The comparison of SPL directivity at
2000 Hz at TO #3 between different mixers
in Figures 5.16 clearly shows how 12CL
approaches the other two mixers near peak
PNL angle of 115°.

This implies that at very high nozzle
pressure ratios the axial vortices and their
interaction with the ambient, which was
seen to produce the mid-to-high frequency
peaks, become even more important. This is
especially true for 12CL where its low
frequency peak is already higher than either
the 12UH or 12TH mixers. The inability of
the CONF mixer to reduce low frequencies
due to inferior mixing is accentuated at
higher pressure, as seen at the shallow
angles of the PNL-directivity (compare
Figures 5.15 and 5.16 with Figure 5.4(c)).
At TO #3, the peak PNL is shifted
downstream for CONF to 140° from 125° at
TO #1. In addition, the PNL associated with
angles downstream of the peak are still
within 10 PNdB of the peak and, hence, still
important as opposed to the TO #1 case.
The mid-frequency spectral peak of 12CL
produces a prominent PNL peak at 115°
directivity which was not present at TO #1.
This is also, of course, captured in the
flyover SPL spectra at 115°.

In summary, 12UH and 12TH are still
noisier than 12CL or CONF at higher
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NPR’s, especially at angles upstream of
130°. The inferior mixing of the confluent
configuration starts hurting it significantly at
shallower angles although it is still quieter at
angles upstream of 125°., A previously
unseen strong mid-to-high frequency peak
emerges in the spectrum of 12CL at an angle
of 115°. This new peak is the result of an
increase in the strength of the axial vortices
produced by this mixer due to the higher
pressure ratio.

5.3.1.2 Lobe Number Effect

Figures 5.17 and 5.18 show PWL, PNL and
SPL for 12UH, 16UH and 20UH mixers at
TO #2 and TO #3 respectively. The overall
relative behavior in terms of PWL spectrum
appears to have remained similar for all the
three mixers with changes in operating
condition, with perhaps 20UH producing a
slight increase in the high frequencies,
similar to those of 12UH at TO #3. The
peak PWL of 20UH appears to have shifted
by a couple of frequency-bands at TO #3.
The relative PNL-directivities of these
mixers also have not changed much.

In summary, increasing the lobe count has
the same effect at higher NPR’s as at lower
NPR’s with a small relative increase in the
high frequency power output.

5.3.1.3 Effect of Scalloping

Figures 5.19 and 5.20 show PWL, PNL and
SPL for 20UH, 20MH and 20DH mixers at
TO #2 and TO #3 respectively. Again deep
scalloping (20DH) appears to suppress noise
in terms of PWL as efficiently as at low
NPR’s (Figure 5.6(b)) at all frequencies.
Even the  mid-to-high frequencies
attributable to turbulence in the axial
vortices, shows only a minor peak PWL at
3200 Hz for TO #3 for mixer 20DH.
Actually the competition between the low
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and the high frequency mechanisms of
20DH is made quite apparent in the double
humped nature of the PWL at TO #3 and the
plateau at TO #2 versus the single hump at
low frequencies for TO #1 (Figure 5.6(b)).
This also reflects in the flyover PNL of
20DH as a peak at 115° for TO #3, a plateau
from 90° to 115° for TO #2 and a peak at
100° for TO #1 (Figure 5.6(c)). From the
PNL comparison between 20DH and CONF
at TO #3, it appears that the PNL peak of
20DH is smaller than that of CONF, and due
to the steep reduction in noise for angles
higher than the peak angle the 20DH will be
much quieter than CONF on an EPNL basis
at these higher NPR-conditions. The same
can be said at TO #2. However, we will
defer the actual EPNL calculation for now.
On the other hand, the SPL-directivity at
3200 Hz for the moderately scalloped mixer
20MH now shows a larger reduction relative
to the unscalloped 20 lobe design than at
low NPR’s. That is, unlike at low NPR’s,
even moderate scalloping is now beneficial.
In addition the frequencies associated with
peak PWL increase with increasing NPR.

In summary, the effect of scalloping become
more pronounced as nozzle pressure ratio
increases. Even moderate scalloping
produces a noise benefit at the highest
pressure tested, a result not observed at the
lowest NPR. Deep scalloping produces a
considerable noise reduction relative to the
confluent baseline at the higher NPR’s
tested. This is the result of producing
significant low frequency reduction with
only a moderate increase in the mid spectral
bands. A cross-comparison between all eight
mixers will be done later on EPNL basis.
However, for now we will examine the
effect of different free-jet Mach numbers at
the highest NPR condition TO #3.
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5.3.2 Effect of Free-Jet Mach Number at
TO #3

The purpose of making a comparison at
different free-jet Mach numbers (0.0, 0.2
and 0.3) is to see the relative spectral
changes at high and low frequencies, and
also at upstream and downstream angles as
in Section 5.2.3, but for the highest NPR
tested for a given mixer so that we can
understand the source location
characteristics. Hence, we focus on only the
changes in the power spectrum (PWL) and
OASPL-directivity, in the reference frame of
the nozzle, as opposed to changes in flyover
PNL, due to Mg. For convenience of
comparison across mixers we will present
each group on one sheet for each group of
mixers. Figures 5.21, 5.22, 5.23 and 5.24
show the effect on PWL-spectrum and polar
OASPL-directivity for, respectively, CONF,
Group 1 (12CL, 12TH, 12UH), Group 2
(12UH, 16UH 20UH) and Group 3 (20UH,
20MH, 20DH) mixers. Compare this with
similar plots at TO #1 (Figures 5.7 to 5.14).

The confluent mixer (Figure 5.21) shows
similar behavior at all free jet conditions
with a more uniform decrease in PWL over
the whole frequency spectra and in OASPL
for all angles than observed for all the lobed
mixers. All lobed mixers at this high NPR
condition show a marked insensitivity in
certain regions to free jet conditions.

() PWL for the mid-to-high frequencies
changes very little with changes in
free-jet speed. However significant
changes in PWL are observed at the
lower frequencies with changes in the
free jet flow. This is more evident at
TO #3 than at TO #1.

(i) Similarly, the OASPL for upstream
angles does not change much with a
change in free-jet speed, especially
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compared to the larger changes at
downstream angles. This, too, is more
evident at TO #3 than at TO #1.

It is remarkable to note that local secondary
peaks in the mid-to-high frequency range for
mixers 12CL and 20DH start to become the
predominant features in the PWL-spectra as
the free-jet Mach number increases at this
high NPR condition. This was not evident
at the low NPR conditions of TO #1. So
whatever mechanism is causing that high
frequency peak now controls the noise
suppression ability of these two mixers. For
all other lobed mixers this mechanism was
dominant even at low NPR conditions. We
have remarked repeatedly in the past that
this peak at higher frequency must represent
the effect of turbulence intensity due to axial
vorticity and mixing of fan and core flows
both inside and outside the nozzle. We
examine this in more depth in the next
section by analyzing the SPL-spectra at
various angles.

54 Diagnosing High-Frequency
Source Locations with Changes in Free-Jet

Speed

This analysis was prompted by the
observations in the previous sections that the
sound power spectrum, PWL, does not
change much in the mid-to-high frequencies
for lobed mixers when the free-jet speed is
changed. This is also reflected in the
relative insensitivity to free-jet speed of the
polar OASPL and the flyover PNL
directivities at angles upstream of peak
PNL. It is important to understand the
reason behind this trend because the PNL
associated with angles near 90° is within 2-3
PNdB of the peak PNL value, which would
imply a significant contribution to EPNL.
This observation was not found to hold good
for the CONF mixer, which re-enforces the
suspicion that the turbulence in the axial
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vortices of the forced lobed mixers may be
the cause of the high frequency noise. We
proceed to explore the polar SPL-spectra at
different free-jet Mach numbers in detail in
this section.

5.4.1 Ray Theory Application

Since our interest principally lies in
relatively “high” frequencies, we will use
ray theory or geometric acoustics. Consider
an acoustic ray radiating from a source
inside the jet at some angle to the jet axis
and coming out through the shear-layer
between the model-jet and the free-jet with
the observer inside the free-jet. When the
free-jet speed is changed, the outgoing ray in
the free-jet will change its direction due to a
change in the refraction of the wave-number
vector and also due to a change in the
convection speed of the wave-fronts at the
altered free-jet speed. Hence, if we want to
study the change in the source
characteristics due to a change in the free-jet
speed, then we should compare the rays
coming from the jet for different free-jet
speeds, not at the same angle in the free-jet,
but at different refracted ray angles
corresponding to the same incident ray from
the source. Also, in such a comparison we
are ultimately interested in the direction of
the rays, and not of the wave-number
vectors, because acoustic energy transmitted
to an observer inside the free-jet is carried at
the group velocity along the ray directions
@223 1na moving media, ray direction is not
the same as the wave-number vector
direction or normal to the wave-fronts.

Further, in the geometric acoustics limit
there is no reflection of the incident ray from
the shear layer and the incident ray is fully
transmitted. However, it is known from
Candel’s planar wave analysis® that the
amplitude of the wave that is transmitted
through a shear-layer discontinuity can be



different than the amplitude of the incident
wave (their ratio being characterized by the
“transmission coefficient”) and, importantly,
it varies with the incident wave-normal
angle. Hence, we also need to estimate the
changes in the transmission coefficient with
changes in free-jet speed for a given incident
wave amplitude so that we can account for
the differences if they are large enough.

The results for the angular relationships due
to refraction and convection, and the
amplitude changes due to transmission
coefficient changes are given in this section
from  two-dimensional  considerations
assuming planar waves. This is an extension
of Candel’s wave analysis® to moving flows
on both sides of a shear-layer. Consider the
geometry of the angles on either side of the
shear-layer between the free-jet and the
model-jet. This shear layer is modeled, for
convenience, as a thin planar vortex-sheet
on the nozzle lip-line, as shown in Figure
5.25. The model-jet flow, assumed to be
uniform, on one side of the lip-line is
labeled as region 1. The free jet flow on the
other side, also assumed to be a uniform
flow, is labeled region 2. The source S,
located inside the model jet and assumed
stationary, radiates a wave at local speed of
sound ¢; with wave-normal angle ¢; with the
jet inlet axis. This wave-front convects
downstream with the local flow speed U; =
M;c; to give the direction of the incident ray
from the source, as shown using the velocity
triangle. Such angular relationships between
the wave-front normals and the ray
directions in moving media through velocity
triangles are well-known and can be found,
for example, in Lighthillzz. This incident
wave-front is refracted through the thin
vortex-sheet. When the free-jet speed is
zero, the transmitted wave-front normal
subtends an angle of ¢ with the inlet axis
and the wave travels in region 2 at the local
speed of sound, ¢z, as shown in Figure 5.25.
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This is also the direction of the transmitted
ray when the free-jet speed is zero.
However, when the free-jet speed is non-
zero then the change in the propagation
angle of the transmitted ray can be
conveniently broken into two parts:

(i) refraction of the corresponding wave-
front normal, denoted by angular change of
Adr ,

(ii) convection of the wave-fronts using
velocity triangle, denoted by angular change
of A¢. .

This leads to the final transmitted ray angle
of

(132 =¢20 +A¢r +A¢c.

(Note: We will use lower-case Greek
symbols for wave-normal angles and upper-
case Greek symbols for corresponding ray
angles.) From the detailed analysis given in

Appendix C we obtain:
c% cos ¢y

1= cos gy (M ~ 2/ M)
M2 sin ¢2
1- M2 COS(I)Z

cos P, =

tanA¢, =

where

9 =00 +AD,.

is the angle of the wave-normal in the free
jet. Hence, ¢ , which is ¢, at M = 0, is

given by
c% cos ¢y
1
cos g = L b—num
1- M cos¢,
By using the above formulae, we can
directly relate ¢, to ¢ without referring to
the model jet (or flow 1) properties:
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€os Pao
1+ M5 cos o

CoS @y =

This relationship only requires knowledge of
the free-jet Mach number M, , without
involving the model-jet properties, M; and
c;. Thus given ¢ and M; we can find &, =
0+AQ. from the above equations without
knowing M; and c;.

Since rays radiate from different portions of
the jet, it would be difficult to utilize these
results in the geometric near-field. However,
as the distance R from the jet to the observer
becomes sufficiently large (geometric far-
field), some simplifications occur. For these
simplifications to be valid, R must meet two
conditions: firstly, R must be large
compared to the distance from the nozzle-lip
to the point where the incident ray crosses
the shear layer, denoted by 1 in Figure 5.25;
secondly, R must be large compared to the
nozzle exit radius, rey. It is clear from
Figure 5.26, which depicts this situation,
that in the geometric far-field inside the free
jet flow when 1/R << 1 and rei/R << 1:

059 = 0
AO =A¢

where 0y is measured from the center of the
nozzle-exit plane, as usual, and A¢ is change
due to refraction or convection at the lip-
line. This can also be proven mathematically
very easily. Thus, instead of using ¢y and
(oo + AQ one can use 09 and 0 + AQ at a
sufficiently long distance R inside the free-
jet. In other words, in the geometric far field
we can refer to observer distances and
angles from the center of the nozzle exit
rather than from the apparent source
locations.

At full-scale under study, rexis = 1.208 ft and
R = 150 ft, so that r.;/R = 0.008. For mid-

173

to-high frequencies of interest in such
comparisons, the responsible sources are not
too far from the nozzle-exit plane making 1
of the order of reg. Even taking the worst
case of 1 = 10req gives 1/R = 0.08 which
creates hardly any error by using 629 and AO
instead of ¢y and A¢, respectively. Recall
from Chapter 3 that the polar SPL data at
150 ft with a free jet flow has been obtained
from a free jet of finite diameter after first
correcting for the refraction effect from the
shear layer between the free jet and the
ambient using Ahuja et al'® type of method
(see Appendix C). This polar 150 ft SPL
data corresponds to the angle of the wave-
normals, 0, (or the “emission” angle(ls))
inside the free-jet and in the reference frame
of the nozzle.

Table 5.1 lists the final refracted ray angle
0, (=®,) and the refracted wave-normal
angle, 6, (= ¢,) for a range of input “static”
free-jet angles 029 (= ¢n0) at two different
free-jet Mach numbers of interest, Mg = 0.2
and 0.3. The intermediate angles which go
into this calculation are also given, namely,
the pure refraction angular change A.q (=
A¢;) and the pure convection angular change
Aconv (= A¢c). The blank spaces for the
shallow angular range (larger values of 829)
give complex values of ©

» and correspond to the “zone of silence,”
which begins at slightly different values of
02 for the two free-jet Mach numbers.
Figure 5.27 shows the two angular changes,
A¢; and A¢, as functions of ¢9. Thus note
that at 90° there is no refraction effect on the
wave-normals and the bending of the rays is
purely due to convection of the wave-fronts.
This is also true approximately for angles
near 90°. For very small angles and angles
just before the zone of silence begins the
refraction effect is much larger than the
convection effect.



Figure 5.26 Angular simplifications in the geometric far-field
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Table 5.1

Refraction & Convection Effects with Free-Jet On

Mg=0 Mq =0.2 My= 0.3

920 e2 Arefr Aconv ®2 e2 Arefr Aconv ®2
0 33.56 33.56 7.56 41.11 39.72 39.72 13.99 53.71
5 33.83 28.83 7.61 41.44 39.92 34.92 14.04 53.95
10 34.64 24.64 7.75 42.39 40.52 30.52 14.17 54.69
15 35.95 20.95 7.98 43.92 41.50 26.50 14.38 55.89
20 37.72 17.72 8.27 45.99 42.86 22.86 14.66 57.52
25 39.89 14.89 8.62 48.51 44.56 19.56 14.99 59.54
30 42.42 12.42 8.99 51.42 46.57 16.57 15.35 61.92
35 45.26 10.26 9.39 54.65 48.89 13.89 15.73 64.61
40 48.37 8.37 9.78 58.16 51.47 11.47 16.10 67.57
45 51.72 6.72 10.16 61.88 54.31 9.31 16.45 70.77
30 55.28 5.28 10.51 65.79 57.39 7.39 16.78 74.17
55 59.03 4.03 10.82 69.86 60.70 5.70 17.05 77.75
60 62.96 2.96 11.09 74.05 64.23 4.23 17.26 81.49
65 67.07 2.07 11.30 78.36 67.97 2.97 17.40 85.37
70 71.33 1.33 11.44 82.77 71.93 1.93 17.46 89.39
75 75.75 0.75 11.52 87.28 76.10 1.10 17.42 93.53
80 80.34 0.34 11.53 91.87 80.50 0.50 17.29 97.79
85 85.09 0.09 11.46 96.55 85.13 0.13 17.05 102.18
9 90.00 0.00 11.31 101.31 {90.00 0.00 16.70 106.70
95 95.09 0.09 11.08 106.16 | 95.13 0.13 16.22 111.36

100 100.36 | 0.36 10.75 111.12 | 100.56 | 0.56 15.62 116.17

105 105.84 | 0.84 10.34 116.18 | 106.30 | 1.30 14.87 121.17

110 111.54 1.54 9.83 121.37 111240 | 2.40 13.98 126.38

115 11749 | 249 9.23 126.72 | 11895 | 3.95 12.91 131.86

120 123.75 | 3.75 8.51 132.26 | 126.03 | 6.03 11.65 137.68

125 130.38 | 5.38 7.68 138.06 | 133.85 | 8.85 10.15 144.01

130 137.53 | 7.53 6.71 144.24 | 14278 | 12.78 8.33 151.12

135 145.44 10.44 5.56 151.01 | 153.83 | 18.83 5.95 159.78

140 154.78 14.78 4.13 158.90 |174.06 | 34.06 1.37 175.43

145 168.42 | 2342 1.92 170.34 | * * * *

150 ¥ * * * * * * *

1 55 * * * # * * * *

160 * * * ® & % sk *

165 * * * * £ *® * *

170 * * % * * * * *

175 * * * % % * * %

180 * * * * * * * *

020 = Angle of wave-front normal with inlet axis in the static free-jet (M= 0)
0, = Angle of wave-front normal with inlet axis in the free-jet purely due to refraction

Avetr = 05 - B99, Pure refraction effect without convection
Acony = Purely convection effect after accounting for refraction effect

O5 = B9 + Aretr + Aconv, Final angle of the ray in the free-jet

* = Gives complex values of 0, corresponding to "zone of silence”
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The relationships between the various angles
given above are not restricted by the
assumption of plug flow in the model jet or
the thin vortex-sheet model of the free-
jet/model-jet shear layer but are also
applicable when there is variation in the
flow properties in the vertical direction and
the shear-layer is thicker. This is true so
long as the static pressure in the vertical
direction remains fixed. In that case the
model-jet flow properties in the above
relations, namely, M; and ¢, are to be
replaced by the local model-jet flow
properties at the source location. The final
relation between @, and ¢y or ¢ and ¢y 18,
however, independent of model-jet flow
properties, as mentioned earlier.

Further, these relationships between angles
are applicable not only to planar two-
dimensional flows but also to the cylindrical
case if the two flows are assumed uniform,
the thin vortex-sheet is a cylindrical surface
and the point source is on its axis. In this
case, any incident ray from the source is
always in the meridional plane, rx
(containing the radial direction r and the
axial streamwise direction x), whence, its
local interaction at the cylindrical vortex-
sheet can be considered as if both the
vortex-sheet and the incident wave-fronts
are locally planar. This results in the
transmitted ray being in the same meridional
plane as the incident ray. That is, Figure
5.25 can be interpreted as if it is drawn in
the meridional plane of the incident ray and
all the angular relationships remain the same
as derived before for the planar case.

Next we tackle the issue of “transmission
coefficient” changes at different free-jet
Mach numbers and the corresponding
observation angles. The detailed analysis
and results are again given in Appendix C.
These results show that for a range of
“static” free-jet angles Oy not too far from
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90° the changes in the SPL of the
transmitted ray-tube due to changes in the
free-jet Mach number up to 0.3 are at most
of the order of + 0.4 dB. The errors are less
in the aft quadrant than in the front quadrant
and for hot jets the errors are even smaller.
This is small enough for our purposes of
comparison and, hence, can be neglected if
we restrict ourselves to that angular range.
Recall that, in any case, in the geometric
acoustics limit the rays are not reflected and
our analysis will be consistent if we indeed
neglect the transmission coefficient changes.

5.4.2 The New Diagnostic Method for
“Excess” Sources

Let’s say that we know the 150 ft polar SPL
data inside the free jet at different
“emission” angles, 0, (= ¢,, see Figure 5.25)
for different Mg, as in our data base. Then
in order to study the effect of free-jet Mach
number on the high-frequency source
characteristics we should compare the far-
field polar SPL of Mg = 0 at angle 02 with
that of Mg > 0 at angle 6, = 0,0+A6; as given
in Table 5.1. Thus, we will compare the far-
field polar SPL’s of different Mg's at
corresponding “shifted” angles, denoted by
the following pairs:

(Mg= 0, B0) <> M5>0, 6,).

If the 150 ft polar SPL data inside the free
jet is referred to the ray angle, ©,, or
“reception” angle“s) then comparison of
SPL’s at different Mg’s should be made at
the corresponding shifted ray angles, also to
be found in Table 5.1, and this relationship
is denoted by:

(Mﬂ = Oa @20) g (Mf]>0, 92)
It is possible that the polar SPL data is

available at only certain angles, as in our
case, from 0, = 55° to 165° with 5° interval.



In that case, data may not be available
exactly at the angle 6, demanded by Table
5.1 for different Mg. As an approximation,
SPL data at the closet available angle will be
used. With data available at 5° intervals the
maximum error in angle will be 2.5°.  When
we actually compare data we will select
angles which will minimize this error for the
available My of 0.2 and 0.3.

Since our whole analysis here was driven by
the observation that the sound power in the
mid-to-high frequencies does not change
much with free-jet speed, let us see from the
viewpoint of source location, what this may
mean. Figure 5.28 shows several source-
locations for a jet with internal mixing and a
table listing if those sources should change
in intensity due to free-jet speed changes.
Generally speaking a change in free-jet
speed changes the mixing characteristics
between the nozzle-jet and the free-jet at the
lip shear-layer and further downstream
where the two lip-shear layers from
diametrically opposite ends of the nozzle
interact as well as in the far downstream
plume flow-field. However, if there are any
other sources of noise away from the free-jet
related shear-layers then their turbulence
intensity will not be modified much due to
changes in the free-jet speed, if we neglect
“back-reaction” on those sources due to an
impedance change at the lip shear-layer.

For example, source 1 in Figure 5.28 is
inside the nozzle and may arise due to
internal fan-core flow mixing and hence, not
change in strength due to changes in free-jet
speed with a fixed ambient pressure at the
lip. Similarly source 2 in that Figure, shown
away from the lip shear-layer, can arise due
to fan and core flows not being completely
mixed at the nozzle-exit plane and will not
change in strength due to changes in free-jet
speed. Back-reaction on both these sources
can be neglected. Both these sources, 1 and
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2, are in some sense “‘excess” noise sources.
The first is an “internal” excess noise source
and the second an “external” excess noise
source. These are “excess” noise sources in
the sense that they will not occur in a single
stream nozzle with “uniform” exit jet
velocity producing the same thrust. In the
case of forced lobed mixers these are driven
by axial vorticity, have small length-scales,
and hence, are candidates for mid-to-high
frequency noise sources.

On the other hand, sources in locations 3, 4
and 5 in Figure 5.28 are in direct interaction
regions with the free jet flow and will
change their strengths as My changes. For
example, earlier in Section 5.2.3 we had
shown how the radial gradient of velocity at
the end of the potential core near region 4
decreases with an increase in My thus
reducing noise in fully mixed jets.
However, this should not be taken to imply
that effects of axial vorticity are only
confined to source locations 1 and 2. For
example, in the case of high lobe penetration
the axial vortices may not completely
diffuse internally, and will then interact with
the lip-shear layer at location 3. For low-
lobe penetration these vortices can continue
to convect all the way up to location 4.
From the table in Figure 5.28, we can
conclude that if we find that the far-field
high-frequency SPL’s for different free-jet
Mach numbers at the appropriately “shifted”
angles do not change, then they probably are
coming from “excess” sources either from
source location 1, inside the nozzle or from
source location 2, close to the nozzle exit
plane and away from the lip-shear layer.
Further, if we have flow data at the nozzle
exit plane which shows uniform flow
(velocity and temperature) then it would
mean that there are no “external” excess
sources at 2 and the burden of invariant
SPL-data will completely fall upon
“internal” excess noise sources. In the case
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of forced lobe mixers, these are nothing but
the turbulence generated by the dominant
axial vortex structures. On the other hand, if
the SPL’s at shifted angles do change then
this method fails to say anything definite
about the excess noise sources.

It should be noted that internal sources of
noise can also radiate to the far-field
upstream quadrant. This is illustrated in
Figure 5.29 for an internal source in a duct
with uniform flow and zero free-jet speed,
for simplicity. Consider a noise source
inside the nozzle with its wave-number
vector k having an upstream facing
component, ky < 0, with phase velocity
vector of magnitude ¢ (local speed of sound
in the jet) and group-velocity vector or
acoustic ray velocity facing in the
downstream  direction  obtained by
vectorially adding ¢ (= ck/[k|) and the local
jet velocity vector V. We assume here that
ky is such that it does not correspond to total
internal reflection. This downstream going
ray in the jet finally interacts with the lip
shear-layer, represented as a vortex-sheet,
either directly or after reflecting from the
duct-walls. At the vortex-sheet between the
ambient and the nozzle-jet, the equality of
static pressure implies that the x-
components of the wave-number vectors in
the ambient and the jet must be equal, i.e.,
kx1 = kx where subscript 1 stands for flow
outside the jet. Hence if k4 has an upstream
facing component at the source ki < 0, then
ks« < O too, and the far-field ray in the
quiescent ambient will propagate in the
upstream quadrant. With a free jet flow
present and Vg > O this far-field ray will be
further deflected due to convection, as
already discussed using Figure 5.25. While
a vortex-sheet model was used here for
convenience, this whole argument is also
true for a thin lip shear-layer with constant
static pressure within its thickness because
the x-component of the wave-number
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vector, k,, remains constant throughout the
shear-layer thickness. '

In summary, only downstream going rays
from internal sources within the jet, which
do not correspond to total internal reflection
angles, can radiate outside the nozzle; all
upstream going rays from internal sources
within the jet are trapped inside the nozzle.
As a special and important subset of these
rays, only the downstream going rays from
the internal source within the jet which
correspond to upstream facing wave-number
vectors at the source will radiate into the
upstream far-field quadrant when no free jet
flow is present.

With this new diagnostic method in hand, let
us examine the high NPR condition TO #3
because it showed better invariance of PWL-
spectrum than TO #1 which corresponds to
low NPR.

543
TO#3

Application to Operating Condition

Figure 5.30 shows the comparison of polar
SPL at a 150 ft radius inside the free-jet for
mixer 12UH at free-jet Mach numbers of
0.0, 0.2, and 0.3 at the “shifted” emission
angles obtained from the equation of the
previous section or Table 5.1. Here, the
reference case is taken to be at 059 = 90° for
Mg = 0.0 (the “static” angle). Since we are
using emission angles we obtain, from Table
5.1, 0, = 90° also for both Mg = 0.2 and 0.3
as the “shifted” angle. In this case data is
indeed available exactly at 90° for Mg = 0.2
and 0.3 and, hence, the error in the angle for
which data is plotted is zero. This error in
angle is shown in brackets after the
corresponding shifted angle in the legend of
Figure 5.30. We follow this nomenclature in
this section. We see that frequencies beyond
1000 Hz do not change significantly (they
are all within the margin of error for SPL)
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with changing Mg. This implies that the
invariant high-frequency noise at angles at
90° is most likely associated with “excess”
noise sources lying either inside the nozzle
or close to the exit plane and is due to the
turbulence caused by the axial vortices
generated between the fan and core streams.
We unfortunately do not have the plume
data at the exit plane for this condition to
nail down the excess sources any further as
“internal” or “external.”

Let’s examine the “shifted” SPL’s at
different angles.. In Figure 5.31(a) the data
at “static” angles of 80° and 100° are
compared to appropriately shifted angles for
the various free-jet Mach numbers tested.
The shifted angles, 0y, for both free-jet
Mach numbers are also 80° and 100°
respectively from Table 5.1. It appears that
at 80° the SPL’s for frequencies around
2000 Hz are quite invariant for the two free-
jet Mach numbers, implying that internal
and/or external excess sources are
responsible for these frequencies at this
angle. The downstream angle associated
with 100° does not show as much invariance
at higher frequencies. If we further compare
in the upstream quadrant at angles 85°, 75°
and 55°, as shown in Figure 5.31(b), then
the previous invariance of SPL appears to
hold good at intermediate frequencies near
2000 Hz. For angles less than 70° or more
than 95° this SPL invariance appears to
falter. Hence, it appears that at least for a
certain angular range near 90° the internal
and/or external excess sources are, indeed,
responsible for the noise at frequencies near
2000 Hz and higher. For the corresponding
range of angles near 90° for Mg = 0.2, the
resulting PNL is within 3 to 4 PNdB of the
peak PNL value for mixer 12UH (see Figure
5.18) and, hence, the excess noise source
should be a significant contributor to EPNL.

We have analyzed all the mixers at
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operating condition TO #3 using the
diagnostic technique of comparing SPL’s at
“shifted” angles for different Mg’s. Some of
these results are attached in Appendix D and
show comparisons at “static” angles of 75°,
90° and 100° and corresponding “shifted”
angles at higher My’s. (Note from table 5.1
that the corresponding shifted angles are
also approximately 75° 90° and 100°
respectively.) Examination of all these
figures given in Appendix D shows the
following:

1. All lobed mixers show strong
invariance of SPL at mid-to-high
frequencies for “static” 75° when Mg
is varied from 0.0 to 0.2 to 0.3 similar
to the 12UH mixer discussed earlier.
Actually this was seen to hold good for
a small range of angles in the upstream
quadrant near 90°.

2. In the downstream quadrant away from
90° the SPL invariance breaks down.

3. In the scalloped lobe mixers 12CL and
20DH although the SPL variation at
higher frequencies was less that at low
frequencies, clean SPL-invariance was
not observed even at 90°. That is,
compared to the SPL invariance in
unscalloped mixer 20UH, the SPL’s
for 12CL and 20DH mixers at shifted
angles varied more than 20UH for high
frequencies when My was varied.

4. The sound pressure levels of the
confluent mixer (CONF) do not show
invariance at  “shifted” angles for
different free jet Mach numbers at any
frequency. This means that the
dominant noise sources are either not
the internal or the external excess
noise sources, or that if any excess
noise sources are present then they
have merged with the free jet outside
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the nozzle. This configuration does not
produce axial vorticity structures and
little mixing occurs inside the nozzle.
The fan/core flow mixing outside the
nozzle near the exit-plane, which is
away from the free-jet, is a region
which is not a dominant noise
producing region as explained in the
model of a coplanar coaxial jet for the

“initial” region contained in Fisher et
an
al’’ .

In summary, application of the new
diagnostic technique at operating condition
TO #3 shows that all unscalloped mixers
(12UH, 16UH, 20UH) appears to have
“excess” noise sources which emit noise at
upstream angles close to 90°. These excess
sources can be either inside the nozzle duct
or close to the nozzle exit plane near the jet
axis representing partial fan/core stream
mixing. The turbulence generated by the
strong axial vortices found in these forced
lobed mixer configurations is the probable
candidate  for the excess  source.
Perturbation of streamwise vortices which
have convoluted vortex surfaces with
normals in the transverse plane will emit the
strongest sound in the radial direction or at 0
= 90° which is what has been observed.
However, the deeply scalloped mixer
(20DH) and the cutout mixer (12CL) do not
show this behavior clearly. Hence, their
excess sources, if any, are either weak or
they interact with the free-jet/model-jet
shear layer to change the far-field SPL’s at
“shifted” angles, as observed. 20DH mixer
also typically shows fairly uniform velocity
profiles at the nozzle exit plane, except for a
small hump at the center (see Figure 4.13).
Hence, its internal noise sources must be
weak radiators. Recall that 20DH and 12CL
are also the quietest mixers, especially in the
mid-to-high frequency range (see Figures
5.19, 5.16). Thus, this “shifted” angle SPL
comparison in a way complements the
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previous acoustic findings.

We have applied this technique also at the
lower NPR condition, TO #1, to all mixers,
and the results do not show much SPL
invariance with free jet Mach number,
implying that these ‘“excess” sources
become less important at the lower jet
speeds (830 ft/s) associated with this
operating condition.

5.5 Effect of Nozzle-Length

In this section acoustic data is presented and
analyzed for mixers with different nozzle-
lengths. The nozzles tested varied the
mixing-length or the distance between the
mixer exit plane to the nozzle exit plane, L,
between 50%, 75% and 100% of the
baseline mixing length. These correspond,
respectively, to L/Dyp = 0.55, 0.83 and 1.10
where Dy, is the mixing-plane diameter.
The 75%L configuration was tested in
conjunction with only three of the available
lobed mixers (12TH, 20UH, 20DH). In each
case the nozzle exit plane diameter was kept
the same, as shown in Figure A.S5.

Since the recording microphones were at
fixed locations in the APL dome, the
distance between them and the nozzle exit
plane changed slightly as the nozzle-length
was varied. The changes in the nozzle-
length, AL, are at most 5.5 (distance
between the exit planes of 100%L and
50%L) and the microphones are at R = 48 ft.
As a result, AR/L = 0.0095 and the changes
in the microphone angles and distances
which are measured from the center of the
baseline (100%L.) nozzle are negligible.

Initially we examine the effect of nozzle-
length on the overall acoustic metrics at all
performance conditions. In the second
section we examine the SPL-spectra at
various angles. Finally we examine the



probable mechanism that produces the
observed behavior.

5.5.1 Overall Acoustic Metrics

Earlier studies with the confluent nozzle
(CONF) showed that the nozzle-length or
mixing-length, L, did not make any
difference in far-field noise. (Some results
from 1995 tests for CONF mixer are
reported in Mengle et al’®) This is an
expected result because CONF does not
produce any appreciable internal mixing
and, therefore, changing mixing lengths
does not change the fan/core or jet/ambient
mixing behavior. Hence, we will not deal
with the length effects for CONF mixer.
The focus here will be on mixing-length
effects for the lobed mixers and the tongue
mixer.

Figures 5.32 to 5.38 show the power
spectrum, polar OASPL directivity and
flyover PNL-directivity for, respectively,
12CL, 12UH, 12TH, 16UH, 20UH, 20MH
and 20DH mixers at conditions TO #1, #2
and #3 with a free jet Mach number of Mg =
0.2 for all nozzle-lengths tested. These are
very comprehensive plots. Examination of
these plots reveals the following interesting
facts regarding mixing-length effects:

1. Reducing mixing length does not
necessarily produce an increase in
noise, as commonly believed. For
example, for mixers 12TH, 20UH and
20DH at TO # 3 (Figures 5.34, 5.36,
5.38) both PNL and OASPL decreases
at most angles as the mixing length is
decreased from 100% to 75%L and
then increases with further reduction to
50%L., showing a local minimum for
noise. This is also true for mixer 12CL
(Figure 5.32) where a reduction from
100%L to 50%L produces a decrease
in noise for all the operating
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conditions. This noise decrease due to
the reduction in L looks substantial
and will be quantified in terms of
EPNL later.

The reduction in noise with a decrease
in L is not always observed for the
lower NPR conditions for these
mixers. For example, a noise increase
is observed for mixer 12TH as the
nozzle-length decreases for conditions
TO #1 and #2. The PNL directivity of
the 20 lobe mixer with deep scallops,
20DH, is essentially unchanged when
the mixing-length is reduced from
100%L to 75%L at the lowest pressure
ratio, TO #1. However as the NPR is
increased, a PNL reduction is noted as
the mixing length is reduced from
100%L to 75%L for configuration
20DH at angles less than or equal to
125°. However, 20UH shows a local
minimum in noise at 75%L for all
take-off conditions TO #1, #2 and #3.

The three mixers 12UH, 16UH and
20MH (Figures 5.33, 5.35, 5.37), for
which no 75%L tests were done,
always show an increase in noise when
the mixing-length is reduced by half.
Since all the other noise characteristics
of these three high-penetration mixers
are very much like those of 20UH, it is
very likely that they too will show a
local noise minimum if data were
obtained at 75%L.

In terms of the PWL-spectra, changes
in mixing-length produces substantial
changes in the mid-to-high frequency
range, but the low frequency is
unchanged at all operating conditions
for all mixers. Since near the peak
PNL angle and upstream of it mid-to-
high frequencies dominate, this
spectral behavior is reflected as larger
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changes in PNL in the corresponding
angular regions and smaller changes at
the shallow angles. Similar changes
were noted in the OASPL directivity.
Thus, using 20UH as an example
(Figure 5.36), large changes in peak
PWL at 2000-3000 Hz are reflected as
large changes in peak PNL at 100°-
115°.  Consequently if there is a
reduction in the PWL-spectra at 2000
Hz going from 100% to 75%L. then it
also appears as a reduction in the PNL
at the corresponding angles near the
peak PNL angle.

5. The striking independence of low
frequency PWL on mixing-length for
all mixers at all conditions implies that
the far downstream plume decay must
be independent of the mixing length.

Any reduction in noise with decrease in
nozzle length is always welcome from the
point of view of nozzle weight but its effect
on thrust should also be considered. We
will investigate the reasons for this
interesting acoustic behavior by scrutinizing
the polar SPL-spectra in the next section.

5.5.2 Polar SPL-Spectra

Figures 5.39 to 5.45 show the 150 ft polar
SPL-spectra for all nozzle lengths at 60°,
90° and 115° for the lobed mixers 12CL,
12UH, 12TH, 16UH, 20UH, 20MH and
20DH respectively for all operating
conditions and at Mg = 0.2. These Figures
correspond to those in the previous section
for each mixer and should be used for
reference.

Examination of these SPL-plots reveals the
following:

1. Changes in OASPL due to mixing-
length changes at a given angle arise
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mainly due to changes in SPL in the
mid-to-high frequency spectra. The
low frequency portion of the SPL is
almost invariant to nozzle-length
changes at all angles. The very high
frequency spectra also  appears
insensitive to nozzle-length,
particularly at the low nozzle pressure
ratio of TO #1. This spectral behavior
is reflected in the PWL spectra
discussed in the last section.

Using mixer 20UH at operating
condition TO #2 as an example
(Figures 5.43 and 5.36), the changes in
OASPL or PNL at 115° due to mixing-
length changes must be due to
frequencies larger than 800 Hz since
frequencies lower than 800 Hz do not
change. Hence changes in the flow
structures that cause the mid-to-high
frequency sources must also be the
dominant reason for changes in PNL
or OASPL due to mixing-length
changes. Earlier (Section 5.4.3 and
Figure D.5) we have found that
internal and external “excess” noise
sources contribute largely to this mid-
to-high frequency range at angles near
90° at Mg = 0.2, and that the
turbulence in the axial vortices are the
likely noise generators. Interaction of
these vortex structures with the free-jet
in the nozzle lip-shear layer or further
downstream near the end of the jet
“core” will also produce mid-to-high
frequency noise at other angles, e.g.,
where PNL peaks.

In order to understand why a local
minimum for sound exists when
mixing-length is decreased, we focus
on a fixed frequency, say, at or near
the spectral peak and see how its SPL
changes at all angles. Recall that the
polar SPL. being examined is in the
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reference frame of the nozzle so that
we do not need to Doppler-shift the
frequency at different angles for
comparison. Again using 20UH as an
example (Figure 5.43), we see that the
2000 Hz component of SPL decreases
by similar amounts at all angles when
the mixing-length is reduced from
100% to 75%. This is also true for all
the neighboring frequencies in the
mid-to-high frequency bands. Since
the far-field radiated sound due to a
source can be thought to be made up of
the product of an amplitude factor
(intensity) and a directivity factor, this
observation at all angles implies that
the source producing these mid-to-high
frequencies is decreasing in intensity
as the length is decreased from 100%
to 75%. Since the turbulence in the
axial vortex structures is the cause for
this frequency range, this turbulence
intensity which is related to the
strength of the axial vortices must be
getting weaker. It was also noted
previously that the noise starts
increasing when the mixing-length is
reduced further to 50%L. This
suggests the presence of “competing”
mechanisms — one which decreases
noise and the other which increases it
when the mixing length is reduced.
We explore the competing
mechanisms in the next section.

From Figure 5.45A it is also observed
that as the mixing length is decreased
from 100%L to 75%L the peak SPL
frequency (in terms of 1/3™ octave-
band center frequency) generally
decreases, and when the mixing length
is further decreased to 50%L. the peak
SPL frequency always increases, thus
exhibiting a local minimum in the peak
SPL frequency at a given angle. This
curious fact is worthy of attention

203

because one would otherwise expect
that as the nozzle length is decreased
the peak SPL frequency ought to
monotonically increase due to more
and more exposure of the smaller
eddies produced by the mixing of fan
and core streams. Also the decrease in
peak SPL frequency for 75% L takes it
away from the most annoying spectral
region of 3000-4000 Hz. This
combined with its reduced intensity,
observed earlier, no doubt will reduce
the perceived noise levels for 75% L.
Such perceived noise levels will be
studied in Section 5.6.

With a free-jet Mach number of Mg =
0.2 in the above data, changing the
nozzle length by a few inches also
changes the boundary-layer thickness
on the outside of the nozzle wall at the
exit-plane by a small amount. It can
be argued that this change in boundary
layer thickness can affect the evolution
of the jet plume downstream of the
nozzle exit and, hence can affect this
peculiar phenomenon of “local
minimum of noise.” In order to check
if this unique phenomenon exists
without any external boundary layer,
we examine the static case, Mg = 0,
where there is no external boundary
layer. Figure 5.46 shows the static
polar SPL’s for 20UH at TO #3 with
different nozzle-lengths. We see that
75% nozzle-length again shows a local
minimum in SPL at mid-to-high
frequencies, as well as a local
minimum for the frequency of peak
SPL as before. This implies that the
effect of the external boundary-layer is
not an important part of the
mechanism which produces the local
noise minimum.
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Figure 545A  Variation of peak SPL
frequency with mixing length at
TO #3, M(fj) = 0.2.
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5.5.3 Competing Mechanisms for Local
Minimum of Noise

We have observed from Figures 5.41, 5.43
and 5.45 that all the lobed mixers tested with
all three mixing lengths showed a local
minimum for noise at some of the operating
conditions. A local minimum exists when
there are at least two competing mechanisms
which are functions of the parameter being
varied -- one which increases noise and the
other which decreases it. We discuss the
probable reasons for this behavior.

It is not difficult to see why noise for
configurations with lobed mixers should
increase when the mixing length is
decreased. As we have shown earlier, these
flows are dominated by axial vorticity and
the consequent turbulent mixing between
fan and core flows inside the nozzle duct.
These turbulent vortices comprise the
internal noise generator. When the duct
length is decreased the sources in the aft
portion are acoustically exposed or
“acoustically unshielded” as shown in
Figure 5.47. For a “shielded” source inside
the duct, like A in Figure 5.47, all upstream
going rays from it are trapped and only
downstream going rays can be radiated
outside the nozzle, if their wave-number
vector angles do not correspond to total
internal reflection angles, as discussed
before. For an unshielded source, like B in
Figure 5.47, rays over a much larger
propagation angle range can reach the far-
field. For the example of source B in Figure
5.47, the angle between the limiting rays is
greater than 180° and is limited by only total
internal reflection angles. Thus, a higher
percentage of the total acoustic power of the
source is radiated in the far field. Hence, if
this source is dominated by mid-to-high
range frequencies then there will be an
increase in noise in that spectral range in the
far-field. With many such sources being
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“unshielded” a higher percentage of their
total acoustic power will be radiated to the
far-field. However, the total far-field noise
will go up only if the strength of these
sources remains the same after reducing the
mixing-length. If their strengths can
decrease then a competing mechanism
which can lead to a local minimum in noise
has been identified. Let’'s explore that
possibility.

When the nozzle length is reduced, the
mixing length, L, is reduced but the nozzle
diameter D is kept the same. This leads to
“squeezing” of the flow in a shorter distance
which would increase the acceleration in a
subsonic flow more than before. But, more
importantly, the “pressure release” condition
to the ambient pressure applied at the nozzle
lip on this squeezed flow now occurs earlier.
This “squeeze and early release” mechanism
now exposes axial vortex flow structures to
the ambient pressure which would have been
otherwise in a bounded duct-flow
environment, as also explained earlier in
Section 4.1.4. What the previous SPL data
(§ 5.5.2) suggests is that when this happens
the noise source intensity and, hence, the
turbulent intensity of these “exposed” axial
vortex flow structures can decrease. These
same “exposed” weaker axial-vortex flow
structures convect downstream, so that now,
with reduced mixing length, there are
weaker noise sources further downstream at
the same axial distance from the mixer-exit
plane than when the nozzle length is longer.
This we will call as the “aerodynamic
unshielding” effect. In order for the total
noise to decrease, as observed for the 75%L
cases, the weakening of these noise
generators must exceed the increase in noise
due to the ‘“acoustic unshielding”
mechanism discussed earlier by referring to
Figure 5.45. We emphasize that this
weakening of axial-vortex flow structures is
only implied by the SPL data; we do not
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have definite plume turbulence intensity
data or spectral data to prove this
hypothesis.

Recall that for 12CL mixer the jet “mean”
flow data in the transverse plane at X/D =
0.2 (ref. 100%L nozzle) and center-line
velocity beyond X/D = 4 (see Figures 4.16,
4.17) did not show much change between
100%L and 50%L cases when compared at
the same distance from the mixer exit plane.
This means that the changes in noise source
strengths speculated here must occur
upstream of X/D = 0.2 (referred to nozzle
exit plane of 100%L), that is, upstream of
X/D = 1 when referred to the nozzle exit
plane of 50%L. This calls for more scrutiny
of the full plume data in future experiments
near the nozzle exit plane and also inside the
nozzle.

The “optimal” length of the nozzle where
the local noise minimum occurs depends on
the turbulence intensity governed by the
strength of these axial vortex structures
which in turn depends on the geometry of
the lobed mixer. Hence, for example, the
optimal mixing-length may vary for the
20UH and 12CL mixers, which produce
streamwise vorticity of different strengths.
The optimal nozzle length can also vary
according to the operating condition, since
this also affects the strength of the axial
vortices, as seen in the noise of 20DH with
differing nozzle-lengths (Figure 5.38). For
lengths less than the optimal length, the
initial vortices which are the strongest (as
seen from the CFD simulations (see Figures
222, 2.25)) are no longer acoustically
shielded, allowing the first mechanism to
dominate the second quieting mechanism,
thus producing an increase in overall noise.
How this can produce the observed
minimum in peak SPL frequency with
changes in nozzle length needs to be
scrutinized in the future.
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In summary, to explain the existence of a
local noise minimum with decreasing
nozzle-length in lobed mixers two
competing mechanisms are proposed: (i)
“acoustic unshielding” of axial-vortex flow
structures which increases the far-field
radiated noise, and (ii) ‘“aerodynamic
unshielding”  which decreases  the
turbulence intensity of the “exposed” axial-
vortex flow structures due to earlier pressure
release to the ambient conditions which
decreases the far-field noise. The second
mechanism especially needs to be verified.

5.6 Flyover EPNL

Effective perceived noise level or EPNL is
an integral measure of noise observed at a
stationary location over a finite time-interval
as an aircraft flies by. We obtain EPNL in
this section for a constant altitude flyover at
1500 ft flight-profile assuming a non-
reflecting ground. EPNL is found from the
PNL-data presented in the previous section
after correcting it for “tones” and “duration”
as is implied in the definition of EPNL®? .
With a single acoustic metric in hand, it
becomes easier to compare the acoustic
performance of one mixer to another over a
range of operating conditions.

We first examine the effect of free-jet Mach
number (or flight effect) on EPNL for a
given mixer and see if it collapses with any
particular choice of the horizontal
coordinate in the EPNL plots. Having
observed such a collapse with a particular
coordinate, we then compare EPNL of one
mixer against the other at different operating
conditions. This comparison brings out the
“relative noise merit” of each mixer and tells
us the acoustic “winners” and “losers”
amongst the mixers tested at different thrust
levels or jet speeds.



5.6.1 Effect of Free-Jet Mach Number

EPNL can be plotted against a number of
variables  representing the  operating
condition.  For example, the operating
condition can be represented by the gross
thrust, net thrust (which removes the ram
drag), effective mixed velocity, effective
mixed Mach number, or some other
variable. (Here, effective mixed velocity is
defined as the ratio of gross thrust to total
mass-flow rate.) There is no agreement in
the literature on this and different variables
can be suitable for different purposes. For
example, it can be argued that the noise
from different mixers used in nozzles of the
same diameter should be compared at the
same thrust level for application to engines.
In single stream nozzles of different sizes
the jet velocity, which is specific thrust or
thrust per unit mass-flow rate, is often used
for noise comparison leading to Lighthill’s
well-known eighth-power law of noise in
subsonic jets, for example. Effective mixed
jet velocity, on the other hand, may not be
the right choice for the horizontal coordinate
for two-stream nozzles since at a fixed
mixed velocity, different mixers can have
different total mass-flow rates which would
imply that their thrust would be different.
Comparison of noise of two different mixer-
nozzle configurations of same size but
producing different thrusts does not seem
appropriate to us.

5.6.1.1 Effect of Observable Angular
Limits on EPNL

In this section, we try several horizontal
coordinates and look for a collapse of the
EPNL-data when the free-jet Mach number
is varied.  Before presenting such plots,
however, it is important to examine the
errors incurred in calculating EPNL from the
current data set. As an example of a
potential source of error, the limit on
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observation angles may not allow PNL to
reach a full 10 dB below the peak for some
of the mixer configurations as required in
the definition of EPNL®®.

Figure 5.48 shows a typical plot of PNL
versus Receiver Time for all the mixers at
operating condition TO #3 and Mg = 0.2
based on the available emission angles of
55° to 165°. The stark contrast in the noise
signatures between confluent mixer (CONF)
and forced lobe mixers is brought out in this
Figure. The confluent mixer (CONF) has a
long duration correction because its noise
dies out very gradually and it has a relative
low peak PNLT. All the lobed mixers show
a sharp rise and a sharp fall with, typically, a
higher peak PNLT (with the exception of
20DH). EPNL calculations need PNLT data
10 PNdB below the peak PNLT. We see
that the data for the CONF mixer, with a
peak PNLT of 86.8 PNdB does not reach the
10 dB down points at either end of the
“event” (which translates back to upstream-
and downstream-angles). The PNLT time
history for the confluent mixer is much
flatter (lower rate of change) at the later
times after the aircraft has passed overhead
than in the initial interval before the aircraft
arrives at the observer location. As a result,
failure to reach the 10 dB down point during
the receding portion of the flyover will
produce a larger EPNL error than a similar
occurrence during the initial interval. On
the other hand, since the noise of lobed
mixers falls sharply on the downstream side
of the peak, sufficient data exists to reach 10
PNdB below peak PNLT. However, we
lack some data in the beginning or front
quadrant for these lobed mixers; but, since
the PNLT rises sharply the error incurred by
neglecting data below 55° will be small
compared to that for CONF.

An estimate of the “relative” error in EPNL
between two mixers due to the neglection of



Figure 5.48 1500' Flyover PNLT vs Receiver Time
T.O. # 3 and M(fj) = 0.2

93

—e— CONF (89.2 EPNdB)
—a—12CL (88.1 EPNJB)
——12UH (90.1 EPNdB)
——12TH (90.7 EPNdB)
—%—16UH (88.1 EPNJB)
—e—20UH (89.1 EPNdB)
——20MH (88.3 EPNdB)

——20DH (86.0 EPNdB)

PNdB

Receiver Time (sec)

NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1 210

50



NASA/CR—2002-210823/VOL 1

PNLT-data beyond the observed angles can
be made as follows. Using the definition of
EPNL® | we can show that the relative
error between two mixers (denoted by
subscripts 1 and 2 below) is:

AEPNLzmlog[l_ﬂAl_f_i}

1+AA, /A,
where A = area under 10" versus
receiver time curve for available data, and

AA = additional area needed to reach 10
PNdB below peak PNLT.

Note that the y-coordinate of the curve
under which the area is being found is
10™ET10 and not PNLT itself. Due to the
appearance of PNLT in the exponent, the
peak PNLT value contributes the most to A
and much lower values of PNLT than the
peak will have a much smaller effect on A.
In any case, if AAi/A; = AAy/A; then there
is no relative EPNL error and AEPNL = 0.
However, as an example, if AAj/A; = 5.0%
and AAy/A; = 2.5%, then AEPNL = 0.1 dB.
Due to the flatness of the PNLT curve for
CONF in the final stages of the flyover
event we expect its EPNL error to be higher
than for the lobed mixers. This error
analysis shows, however, that the “relative”
error in EPNL between two mixers due to
lack of acoustic data at extreme angles will
be very small indeed.

Next let us consider the error made in one of
the possible candidates for the horizontal
coordinate, namely thrust, by using unmixed
thrust or separate flow thrust versus the
actual thrust. All the acoustic data was
collected in the NASA APL’s NATR but
simultaneous thrust measurements were not
done because the thrust balance was not
working properly. However, accurate
individual mass-flow rates for the fan and
core flow allow unmixed thrust to be
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calculated. The gross thrust coefficient Cy; ,
defined as the ratio of actual thrust to the
unmixed thrust, gives a good measure of this
error. As we saw in the previous chapter
(see Table 4.1), for the lobed mixers tested
at the static thrust-stand in FluiDyne, the
deviation of actual thrust from the unmixed
thrust captured in ACy loss = (1-Cy) is
generally less than 1% at TO conditions. For
higher nozzle pressure ratios and hot total
temperature ratios the Cy loss decreases to
less than 0.5%. Moreover the “relative”
error in thrust between two mixers due to the
use of unmixed thrust instead of actual
thrust is even smaller than this because Cy’s
for all mixers are closer to each other than
they are to 1.0. This means that using
unmixed thrust for EPNL plots instead of
actual thrust values will not create
significant errors when examining a range of
thrusts.

In summary, our error analysis shows that
the “relative” error in EPNL due to limits on
observable angles is small and the “relative”
error in thrusts made by using unmixed
thrust values instead of actual values in the
EPNL plots is also very small.

5.6.1.2 Collapse of EPNL Plots

We examine the change in EPNL, across a
whole range of operating conditions, due to
changes in free-jet Mach number by plotting
it against four variables:

(1) Normalized Separate Flow Gross
Thrust - This is calculated from

klfoIHeGI + mcvcmkrd /Pamb-|

where my, m. are the observed mass-
flow rates for the fan and core
passages at test-day ambient pressure,
Pump; velocities Vs igeal, Ve ideal are



calculated for fan and core streams
when each expands isentropically/
ideally and separately (unmixed) to the
ambient pressure from the known total
pressure and total temperature. The
last factor is used to “normalize” the
thrust to remove day to day variation
in P,y (this formula can be easily
proved from the definition of the thrust
coefficient, Cy, which itself does not
vary with Pymp).

(il) Normalized Separate Flow Net Thrust
- This is defined as:

Normalized Separate Flow Gross
Thrust - (mf+ me) ij [Preﬁ/Pamb]

where Vy; = free-jet speed. That is, for
net thrust calculations we remove the
“ram drag” from the gross thrust.

(iii) Effective Mixed Velocity, Vi,
defined as the ratio of separate flow
gross thrust to the observed total mass
flow rate. This is the same as the
mass-averaged separate flow velocity:

V, =tV +—

mix fideal cideal

f+mc mf+mc

(i) Vmix/Camb, @ non-dimensional variable
to remove day-to-day ambient
temperature effects.

Figures 5.49, 5.50 and 5.51 display EPNL as
a function of the above four variables across
the whole range of operating conditions
(including approach and all take-offs) with
Mg = 0.2 and 0.3 for, respectively, mixers
12CL, 12UH and 12TH with the baseline
nozzle length. Only when EPNL is
displaved as a function of net thrust, the
variation _with _free jet Mach number
collapses into a single curve. This behavior
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is not observed when any of the other
parameters are selected as the independent
variable. This is a significant new
discovery. It is expedient to examine this
behavior for all other mixers.

Figures 5.52(a) and (b) shows the EPNL
versus net thrust plots for all the mixers
studied with the baseline nozzle and Mg =
0.2 and 0.3. Excellent collapse is observed
for 12UH, 12TH, 16UH, 20UH and 20MH.
However, the collapse does not appear as
good for 20DH and at the low thrust
conditions for 12CL. In addition, the EPNL
curves for the CONF mixer are close to each
other for the two free-jet Mach numbers but
the collapse is not nearly as good as for the
lobed mixers.

A couple of remarks are in order here:

(1) In constructing the previous plots,
EPNL is assumed to vary smoothly
and uniquely with net thrust. This
implies that interpolation between
calculated points is acceptable.
However, the operating condition
which will produce the required thrust
at some intermediate interpolated point
is not well defined. That is to say,
although the thrust is known, the
operating condition which  will
produce this thrust is not unique. One
way to minimize this problem is to
obtain noise data at closely spaced
points on the operating line of the
engine/nozzle.

(ii) The normalized separate flow net
thrust can be further “non-
dimensionalized” by (memcjCamp
which essentially gives the “relative”
mixed Mach number defined as

Mnix retasive = (Vimix ~ ij)/ Camb
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Figure 5.52(a) Collapse of EPNL vs Normalized Net Ideal Thrust data with free-jet Mach numbers.
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Figure 5.52(b) Collapse of EPNL vs Normalized Net Ideal Thrust data with free-jet Mach numbers.
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The EPNL variation with free jet Mach
numbers can also be expected to
collapse with this My retasive Similar to
the collapse of EPNL versus net thrust
plots. However, for nozzles of same
size the comparison between mixers
for their noise merit should still be
done on equal net thrust basis rather
than the relative mixed Mach number.

The collapse of EPNL with net thrust for
varying free-jet speeds can be used to
advantage. Let us assume that EPNL has
been obtained at various operating
conditions with known total mass-flow rates,
and one free-jet speed, V5. Then we can
find the EPNL at a slightly different free-jet
speed Vg + AVyg, at the same operating
conditions as before, as shown in Figure
5.53 due to the invariance of the EPNL with
net thrust. The scaling of EPNL with net
thrust implies we only need to know the net
thrust at the new free-jet speed and the same
operating condition. Since the free-jet speed
does not significantly alter the total mass-
flow rate at a given operating condition (see
Figure 4.5 for BPR, for example), the
difference in net thrust at the reference Vy
condition and at the new free-jet speed, Vpew
= Vg + AVy , is approximately [ mymAVy ].
Since we are using pressure normalized
quantities on the net thrust axis, we assume
that a factor of (Pet/Pamp) 1S absorbed while
calculating myota above from the known total
mass-flow rate at Vi and Pamy. Once the net
thrust has been calculated at the new free-jet
speed then the corresponding EPNL can be
quickly read off the EPNL-axis as shown in
Figure 5.53. If AVyg = Vyew — Vet is positive
then the new net thrust is less than the
reference free-jet case and we move to the
left of the reference thrust; if AVy > 0 then
we move to the right. This shows that, at
least, for those mixers for which collapse
has been observed we do not need acoustic
data at multiple free-jet speeds; only one
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free-jet speed will suffice; noise at the other
free-jet speeds can be deduced. This will
reduce the test-matrix considerably for these
mixers, as well as for other similar mixers
which are expected to have same behavior.

As an example of application of this method
consider the case of 20UH mixer with
known results of 1500 ft flyover EPNL
versus net thrust for Mg = 0.2 (see Figure
5.52(b) for 20UH). At the four operating
conditions (see Table 3.1) for which noise
data has been collected the total mass-flow
rates at Mg = 0.2 are also known. Now let us
say we want to find the 1500 ft flyover
EPNL at a different free-jet Mach number at
TO #3 only by using this curve for Mg = 0.2.
First to verify this method let us find the
EPNL at Mg = 0.3 for which the actual
EPNL is known and then we find it for Mg =
0.25 for which there is no data.

At TO #3, Mg = 0.2 we have Tymp = 495.2
°R, Pamp = 14.48 psia and mygm = 21.69 1b/s
from the scaled nozzle data. This
corresponds to Vg = 2181 fi/s and
normalized unmixed net thrust of 9192 Ib.
Hence, at TO #3 but Mg = 0.3, we get Vg =
327.2 ft/s at same Timp = 495.2 °R and the
normalized net thrust difference from that at
Mj = 0.2 at full scale (scale factor of 4) as
Myotat* AV g5(Pres/ Pamp)=(4*21.69/32.2)*(327 .2
- 218.1)*(14.7/14.48) = 1193.7 1b. This
means a normalized net thrust of (9192 —
1194) = 7998 1b at Mg = 0.3 and TO #3.
Reading the EPNL for this net thrust from
the EPNL plot in Figure 5.52(b), we get 86
EPNdB approximately. The actual data for
TO #3 at My = 0.3 gives EPNL of 86.02
EPNdB. Thus the method gives fairly
accurate results.

Now let us find EPNL at Mg = 0.25 for the
same TO #3 condition. Going through the
same process as above, we get for Mg= 0.25:
normalized net thrust difference = 597 1b for
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Figure 5.53 Use of collapsed EPNL plots.

which net thrust = 8595 lb and EPNL is read
off as 87.5 EPNdB. This process of reading
off from the EPNL versus net thrust curve
for a given net thrust can be automated by
using a curve-fit for the EPNL versus net
thrust plot at the reference free-jet Mach
number rather than the graphical method
used here for demonstration purposes.

Another concept that we introduce here due
to this scaling of EPNL with net thrust is the
idea of an equivalent “static” EPNL, as also
shown on Figure 5.53. This is simply the
value obtained from the EPNL versus net
thrust curve using gross thrust value at that
operating condition as opposed to net thrust.
The corresponding “static” EPNL is then
read off from the y-axis on this curve. Note
that calculation of EPNL always needs a
non-zero aircraft speed or non-zero free-jet
speed - that is, the aircraft needs to move
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relative to the observer for PNLT to fall by
10 PNdB, leading to a finite EPNL number.
If the aircraft did not move the usual
definition of EPNL will, of course, lead to
an infinite value of EPNL. So this new
concept of “static EPNL” is, at best, an
artifice and is to be considered as some sort
of datum for a given operating condition for
examining the flight effect and no more. It
would be difficult to give any physical
interpretation for EPNL values
corresponding to net thrust greater than the
gross thrust. This also implies that such
EPNL inferences by using this extrapolation
method must be limited to some small finite
interval of free-jet Mach numbers around the
reference Mg.

5.6.2 Effect of Nozzle-Length

Figures 5.54 to 5.58A show the effect of
nozzle length on EPNL for free-jet Mach
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20UH

20DH

1500 ft flyover EPNL
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Figure 5.58A. Flyover EPNL vs nozzle length at various net thrust levels
(shown in legend) for 20UH, 20DH and 12Th mixers at M(fj) = 0.2.
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numbers of Mg = 0.2 and 0.3 for mixer
configurations 12CL, 12UH, 12TH, 20UH
and 20DH for the three TO conditions.

e For configuration 12CL a noise benefit
of more than 1 EPNdB is observed at the
highest thrust conditions and Mg = 0.2
by reducing the mixing-length by half
(Figure 5.54); at Mg = 0.3 a benefit of
more than 1.5 EPNdB is obtained at
mid-thrust conditions by reducing the
mixing-length in half.

e 12UH (Figure 5.55), on the other hand,
becomes considerably noisier when its
mixing-length is reduced by half for both
M;=0.2 and 0.3.

e For the tongue mixer, 12TH, reducing
the mixing length from 100% to 75%
produces little less than 1 EPNdB noise
reduction (see Figures 5.56 and 5.58A)
at the highest thrust conditions for free-
jet Mach numbers of Mg = 0.2 and 0.3.
At the lower thrust conditions reducing
the nozzle length from the baseline
(100%) length produced a noise increase
for all free-jet conditions. Since the
observed differences in EPNL are
significantly larger than the error
associated with the EPNL -calculation
method, the trends are deemed to be real.

e The data of Figures 5.57 and 5.58A for
configuration 20UH clearly captures a
local minimum in noise with a change in
the mixing length at all thrust conditions
and both Mg = 0.2 and 0.3. This was, of
course, suspected from the PNL-
directivities and SPL-spectra discussed
earlier where the competing mechanisms
which create this phenomenon were
provided. Note, for example, that 20UH
benefits anywhere from 1 to 2 EPNdB
by reducing its mixing-length by 25%
from the baseline length at Mg = 0.2. At
the higher Mg = 0.3, the benefit is even
higher - about 2.2 to 3 EPNdB. Thisis a
significant reduction in noise and it is
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obtained by a reduction in nozzle-length.
Due to the excellent static cruise thrust
performance of the unscalloped, high-
penetration mixer 20UH (see Figure
4.2(b)) this is a phenomenon worthy of
attention and future scrutiny.

e Figures 5.58 and 5.58A for mixer
configuration 20DH again clearly
illustrate the existence of a local noise
minimum with decreasing mixing-
length, especially at the higher thrust
end. At Mg = 0.2 the decrease in noise
is as much as 1 EPNdB and at Mg = 0.3
it is as much as 1.2 EPNdB when the
mixing-length is decreased by 25% from
the baseline length.

5.6.3 Comparison of EPNL Between
Mixers

To sort out the effect of individual lobe
mixer geometric parameters, the EPNL net
thrust variation is displayed for each group
of mixers, with the confluent configuration,
CONF, as the baseline. It is important to
recall that although the comparison is made
on an equal net thrust basis, some of the
mixers have very different area ratios (see
Tables 2.1, 2.2). As a result, there is a
significant bypass ratio variation between
the various mixers, even at constant net
thrusts as mentioned earlier (see Figures 4.6
and 4.7).

Figure 5.59 shows the EPNL plot for the 12-
lobed mixers at Mg = 0.2 and two different
nozzle-lengths, 100% and 50%. As
expected from the PNL-directivity curves
discussed earlier, the 12CL mixer is the
quietest, with 12UH second and 12TH being
the noisiest . Only slight relief is obtained
for the tongue mixer with the 50% L nozzle
at the highest thrust condition as compared
to 12UH. However, for both nozzle-lengths
12CL is the only configuration quieter than
the baseline CONF mixer; but even that
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effect appears to die out at high thrusts for
100% L. The maximum benefit of 12CL
compared to CONF is about 1.8 EPNdB at
TO #2 (at about 7000 1b net thrust) with the
short (50%) nozzle. It is important to
compare 12UH and 12CL on an equal net
thrust basis because of certain advantages of
no-scalloping in 12UH: With the 100%L
nozzle-length 12CL is nearly 3.75 EPNdB
quieter than 12UH near the reference TO #1
condition which corresponds to 5000 lb net
thrust. This difference jumps to 5.4 EPNdB
when the comparison is made with the 50%
nozzle-length at the same net thrust. The
noise benefit of 12CL compared to 12UH
decreases slightly as net thrust increases for
the baseline 100% nozzle-length. With a
higher cruise thrust coefficient for a
“cleaner” version of 12CL than 12UH (see
table 4.1) and such excellent noise
suppression, the 12-lobed low penetration
mixer with cutouts (12CL) is clearly
superior to the high-penetration unscalloped
mixer (12UH).

Figure 5.60 shows the effect of number of
lobes for the second group of mixers (12UH,
16UH, 20UH). Comparing 12UH versus
20UH, the mixer with the higher number of
lobes (20UH) is quieter than 12UH at 100%
nozzle-length but the noise benefit decreases
considerably as the thrust increases. It is
significant to note that 20UH has a slightly
higher cruise thrust coefficient than 12UH
and it is also quieter at the baseline TO #1
condition by 1.2 EPNdB. However, it is
equally significant to note that none of these
lobed mixers, all of them “unscalloped,”
were quieter than CONF mixer either at
100%L or 50%L.. Even 16UH, with its very
high bypass ratio is noisier than CONF at all
thrusts. Their unscalloped lobes with high
penetration are the controlling negative
factors from the viewpoint of noise
suppression.
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Figure 5.61 shows the effect of scalloping
on EPNL by comparing  mixer
configurations 20UH, 20MH and 20DH. At
100% nozzle-length, deep scalloping
produces a benefit that ranges from about
1.7 EPNdB at low thrust (5000 1b) to 2.8
EPNdB at high thrust (9200 1b) compared to
the unscalloped mixer. However, the
considerable loss in cruise thrust coefficient
due to deep scalloping (20DH  versus
20UH) of about 0.38% (see Table 4.1)
should also be kept in mind for applications
to engines.

Figure 5.61A shows that compared to CONF
the noise benefit of the deeply scalloped
mixer (20DH) with 100% nozzle-length
increases with thrust, ranging from
negligible improvement at TO #1 to about
1.8 EPNdB at 9000 1b net thrust. At 100% L
the benefit of “moderate” scalloping
(20MH) over unscalloped mixer is also
negligible at low thrusts and improves ‘to
only about 0.8 EPNdB at the highest thrust.
From Figure 5.61A we observe that with
half the nozzle length (50%L) none of the
20-lobed mixers are quieter than CONF, but
moderate scalloping is quieter than both
deeply scalloped and unscalloped mixers at
all thrust levels. This shows that there is an
“optimal depth of scalloping” for shorter
nozzles. But for longer nozzles the noise
benefits of scalloping appear monotonic.

Also note from Figure 5.61A that the
unscalloped mixer, 20UH, is quieter than
CONF by approximately 1 EPNdB only
with 75% L at the highest thrust level (9000
Ib); otherwise with either the shortest or the
longest nozzle 20UH is noisier than CONF
at all thrust levels. Since 20UH also has the
highest cruise thrust coefficient such a
minimization of its noise by fine tuning the
nozzle length can be used in engine
applications where cruise thrust efficiency
cannot be sacrificed.
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(a) 9000 Ib net thrust

[50%L
B 75%L
0100%L

EPNdB

(b) 7000 Ib net thrust

50%L
B75%L
0100%L

EPNdB

(c) 5000 Ib net thrust

{E150%L

B75%L
O0100%L

EPNdB

Figure 5.61A Effect of scalloping and nozzle length on flyover EPNL benefit
compared to CONF at different net thrust levels and M(fj) = 0.2.
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Figure 5.62 summarizes the EPNL
comparison of all the mixers with baseline
nozzle-length at Mg = 0.2 on one plot. It
clearly shows that out of all the mixers
tested only 12CL and 20DH are quieter than
CONF, with 12CL being more beneficial at
low thrust conditions (TO #1). Both are
equally beneficial at mid-thrust condition
(TO #2) and 20DH is the best noise
suppressor at the highest thrust conditions
(TO #3).

Figure 5.63 summarizes the EPNL for all
mixers at Mg = 0.2 with the shortest nozzle
length (50%L), except CONF which has
100%L. but whose behavior is not expected
to change with nozzle length, as discussed
earlier. This Figure clearly shows that at
50%L. only the 12CL mixer remains quieter
than the CONF configuration throughout.

Figures 5.64 and 5.65 summarize the EPNL
for all mixers at an increased free-jet Mach
number of 0.3 for 100% and 50% nozzle
length respectively. At this high My none of
the lobed mixers is quieter than the simple
confluent nozzle. 12CL produces only a
marginal benefit at 50%L and low thrust
(Figure 5.65) but the differences observed
are within the margin of error for calculating
EPNL. Thus, the high free-jet speed of Mg =
0.3 produces so much noise reduction in the
confluent mixer that all the intricacies of
spectral changes and reductions in noise of
lobed mixers is of no use at this scale factor.

5.6.4 Quietest Mixer-Nozzle Combinations

Figures 5.66(a) and (b) show the quietest
mixer-nozzle combinations compared to the
baseline confluent nozzle in terms of EPNL
versus Net thrust and EPNL versus Vyix,
respectively, at a free-jet Mach number of
0.2. Table 5.2 summarizes the noise
benefits in terms of AEPNdB on the basis of
equal net thrust, as well as, equal mixed jet
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velocity ~ compared to CONF at three
different thrusts and jet velocities. Note that
the noise benefit at the highest thrust level of
9500 1b for 20DH with 75% L is obtained by
linear extrapolation of EPNL data in Figure
5.66(a). Comparing AEPNdB at same jet
velocity increases it by about 1 EPNdB
(anywhere from 0.8 to 1.1 EPNdB) over
suppression obtained on the basis of same
net thrust. Although the values of AEPNdB
benefit depend on whether we compare the
mixer-nozzles on the basis of net thrust or
jet velocity, the following trends are
common to both:

(i) Only scalloped or cutout mixers (12CL
or 20DH) prove to be the quictest at all
thrust levels tested.

(i) Noise suppression increases Wwith
thrust or jet velocity. At low thrusts
the 12-lobe mixer with cutouts (12CL)
produces a 1 EPNdB reduction with
the 50%L nozzle. At high thrust, the
deeply scalloped 20 lobe mixer
(20DH) produces approximately 3.0
EPNdB noise reduction with the 75%L
nozzle. When compared on the basis
of equal jet velocity, these translate
into 1.8 EPNdB benefit at the lower jet
speeds and about 4.0 EPNdB at the
higher jet speeds. Since the EPNL
curves for the confluent nozzle and the
20DH-75%L. configuration diverge
from each other at higher thrust levels
the noise benefits will be even more at
higher thrusts or jet-speeds.

@ii) In all cases, the maximum noise
reduction with a forced mixer was
obtained with a nozzle shorter than the
baseline length of L/Dy, = 1.10.

It is worth noting that only these two
quietest mixer configurations, namely, 12CL
and 20DH were also successful at reducing
the low frequencies without too much
increase in the annoying mid-to-high




Figure 5.62 1500 ft Flyover EPNL vs Ideal Net Thrust Comparison

100% Nozzle Length, M(fj) = 0.2
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Figure 5.63 1500 it Flyover EPNL vs Ideal Net Thrust Comparison
50% Nozzle Length, M(fj) = 0.2
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Figure 5

.64 1500 ft Flyover EPNL vs Ideal Net Thrust Comparison
100% Nozzle Length, M(fj) = 0.3
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Figure 5.65 1500 ft Flyover EPNL vs Net Ideal Thrust Comparison
50% Nozzle Length, M(fj)) = 0.3
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Table 5.2 Quietest Mixer-Nozzle Combinations at My; = 0.2

Normalized Net Mixer Nozzle AEPNdB
Thrust (Ib) Length (L) Benefit*
5000 12CL 50% 1.0
7000 12CL 50% 1.8
9500 20DH 75% 3.0
V mix M ix Mixer Nozzle AEPNdB
(ft/s) | (= Viix/Camp) Length (L) | Benefit*
830 0.76 12CL 50% 1.8
950 0.87 12CL 50% 29
1060 0.97 20DH 75% 4.0

"; AEPNdAB Benefit = EPNL(Confluent) —- EPNL(Mixer)
After linear extrapolation of EPNL plot for 20UH+75%L

frequency noise compared

to CONEF.

the resulting weighting factor applied to

Hence, we conclude that at lower net thrusts
a forced mixer using scallops/cutouts
combined with low lobe penetration and
fewer numbers of lobes will produce a noise
reduction. At high net thrust, higher
numbers of lobes and lobe scalloping helps.
However, the noise benefits must be
balanced against thrust losses at cruise
conditions. In that regards, the fine tuning of
the nozzle length for the most thrust
efficient unscalloped lobe mixer 20UH to
reduce noise below CONF should also be
borne in mind although 20UH is noisier than
20DH or 12CL.

As a final note, it is appropriate to point out
that the results presented in the report are
somewhat scale sensitive. This is directly
related to the frequency-weighting noy
function applied to the SPL spectra in the
definition of PNL. As the scale factor is
increased or decreased from the value of 4
used throughout this report, key spectral
features will translate to new frequency
bands. Depending on the scale factor used,
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these features may alter their importance at
the new scale. As a result, generalizations
of the conclusions contained in this report to
applications of different size should be
undertaken with caution.
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Chapter 6

Concluding Remarks

A comprehensive test database for the
acoustic, aerodynamic and plume flow
characteristics of model scale forced lobe
mixers has been created for nozzles with
bypass ratio of 5 to 6. The operating
conditions for acoustic tests ranged from
typical approach through take-off points
with effective jet speeds from 600 ft/s to
1080 ft/s. Forward flight effects were
simulated through the use of a separate free
jet flow, with data obtained at free jet Mach
numbers between 0.0 and 0.3. The static
thrust performance was measured at cruise,
as well as, at most of the take-off conditions.

The data was scaled to a nozzle exit
diameter of 29 inches (scale factor of 4),
representative of small-to-medium thrust
turbofan engines. The effect of several
mixer and nozzle parameters was analyzed:
scalloping/cutouts in lobe side-walls,
number of lobes, mixing length, and also
lobe penetration and fan-to-core area ratio.
Several new concepts, methods and
mechanisms were identified during the
conduct of this project which helped us
explain some of the observed results and
these ideas can be applied to the design of
jet noise suppressors.

We summarize below some of the new
concepts and important findings:

New Concepts/Methods

1.  Gradual introduction of vorticity and
the “trailing-edge” rule for scalloping
leading to “boomerang” scallops to
reduce internal fan/core mixing noise.

2.  “Tongue” mixer - a unique limiting
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case of deep scalloping.

3.  Comparison of noise for different free-
jet Mach numbers at “shifted” angles
to examine “excess”’ internal noise
from fan-core mixing.

4.  Extrapolation of flyover EPNL for
lobed mixers from data known at one
free-jet speed to another speed.

New Generic Findings

1.  Horizontal flyover EPNL for different
aircraft speeds was found to correlate
with “net” thrust and not gross thrust
or absolute jet speed. The collapse of
the EPNL versus net thrust curves for
different aircraft speeds was found to
be good for most lobed mixers but less
impressive  for the  confluent
configuration.

2. Using the “shifted” angle comparison
method for several free-jet speeds, it
was found that the annoying mid-to-
high frequencies upstream of the peak
PNL angle were the result of “excess”
noise sources which could be either
“internal” to the nozzle duct or
“external” to it but close to its exit
plane. This was particularly notable in
the unscalloped lobe mixers and the
tongue mixer, and was less important
in the two scalloped mixers which
were also the quietest. The annoying
excess noise spectra was deemed to be
produced by the turbulence in the
strong streamwise vortices from the
forced mixers.



Important Specific Findings

1.

Forced lobe mixers reduce noise in
comparison to a coaxial jet by
significantly — reducing the low
frequency contribution but, if not
designed properly, such mixers can
lead to an increase in the mid-to-high
frequency sound which is heavily
weighted for annoyance.

Sudden introduction of streamwise
vorticity inside the nozzle as with
unscalloped, high-penetration lobe-
mixers is not a desirable feature from
the point of view of noise suppression
because of increases in the annoying
spectral component which nullifies any
benefit accrued by decreasing the low
frequency spectra. On the other hand,
gradual introduction of axial vorticity,
as with “boomerang” scallops, is
preferable on an overall basis even
though it may not benefit the lower
frequencies as much.

The most prominent geometric feature
of the lobed mixers for reducing the
annoying portion of the spectral band
is “scalloping” of the lobes, but lobe-
penetration and lobe count also have a
role. For the size of engine considered
(29 in. diameter), a scalloped lobe

- mixer with fewer lobes and lower

penetration is the most effective mixer
at low net thrusts (5000 1b), producing
a maximum benefit of 1 EPNdB. At
higher net thrusts (9500 1b) a deeply
scalloped lobe mixer with higher
number of lobes and higher lobe
penetration is the most effective mixer,
producing a maximum noise benefit of
about 3 EPNdB. In all cases, noise
reduction is measured against a coaxial
or confluent configuration.  These
noise benefits increase by about one
more EPNdB when compared on the
basis of equal mixed jet velocity rather
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than equal net thrust.

For a given lobe mixer, an optimal
mixing length was found to exist from
the point of view of noise suppression.
That is, decreasing the mixing length
(or nozzle length) from the baseline
length of L/Dyp = 1.1 also decreased
the noise up to a local minimum value
and any further decrease in nozzle
length increased the noise. For
unscalloped mixers such a decrease in
mixing length gave a noise benefit of
as much as 3 EPNdB at high nozzle
pressure ratios. A working hypothesis
in terms of two competing mechanisms
is proposed, and a deeper look at this
new and interesting phenomenon is
required. It is obviously beneficial
from the viewpoint of weight but its
repercussions on the external boat-tail
angle and consequent cruise thrust
performance must also be considered.
At low to medium thrust Ilevels,
unscalloped lobe mixers with high lobe
penetration do not reduce noise below
that of a coaxial jet regardless of the
number of lobes and nozzle-length.
However, at higher thrusts fine tuning
of nozzle length for a 20 lobe
unscalloped mixer produced a 1
EPNdB benefit. The cruise thrust
coefficient and the thrust-mixing
efficiency of such unscalloped mixers
are typically higher than scalloped lobe
mixers. Hence, in applications where
thrust efficiency is of more importance
than noise suppression minimizing
noise of unscalloped lobe mixers by
adjusting the nozzle length may be a
good alternative.

It should be noted, however, that the
12-lobe cutout mixer with low
penetration has a good noise benefit
throughout the jet-speeds tested, as
well as, one of the highest cruise thrust
performance. Scalloped lobe mixers, in



general, still have far better cruise
thrust coefficients and thrust mixing
efficiencies than a coaxial jet and are
the quietest mixers. For certain nozzle
lengths the moderate scalloping was
better than unscalloped or deeply
scalloped mixers. Thus the amount of
scalloping can be used as a trading
parameter between noise suppression
and cruise thrust loss.

The tongue mixer model, designed for
proof-of-concept in this task, provided
the maximum suppression of the low
frequency spectra amongst all the
mixers, but this was accompanied by
an unacceptable increase in the
annoying mid-to-high frequency noise
making it one of the noisiest mixers. It
also produced low thrust coefficients.
The primary reason for this behavior
is its smaller fan-to-core area ratio and,
hence, smaller bypass ratio. However,
its simplicity of manufacturing,
reduced weight and ease of reparability
demand a second look at this concept
after appropriately sizing it with a
larger fan-to-core area ratio.

This tongue mixer concept has also
been extended by Rolls-Royce Allison
for use in externally mixed or separate
flow nozzles under a separate NASA
Contract NAS3-27720 to General
Electric Company ®¥, and it has
shown noise benefits of about 2
EPNdJB over coaxial jets when applied
to larger engines with higher jet speeds
(see figure 87, Ref. 25). In this regard,
it should be noted that in applications
to real engines the concepts that
produce large decrease in low
frequency noise but moderate increase
in mid-to-high frequency noise may
not be so bad if the latter frequency
range is dominated by other engine
noise sources, such as, fan tones. This
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shows that the tongue mixer is, indeed,
a viable concept from noise
suppression point of view and should
be further explored for application to
full-scale engines.






. Kuchar, A.

Chapter 7
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